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Introduction 


We are a group of Christians who affirm the Transforming Congregations point of view 
in regard to sexuality. We have put together this packet of short articles so that you may better 
understand us. We hope that you will be willing to read what we have written and ask us to 
clarify what you do not understand. We pledge ourselves to seek to understand others with as 
much openness as we seek in having you read what we have written. 

We offer these essays with full and deep appreciation for the motivations behind 
Resolution 21, passed at the 1997 meeting of the Califomia/Pacific Annual Conference. We 
appreciate the leadership taken by Robert Edgar, President of the Claremont School of Theology 
in guiding us through discussions replete with respect and dignity. We also affirm the guidance 
of Sharon Browning and Scott Cormode in helping us engage each other with commitment and 
honor. Further, the vision of Mark Trotter is a treasure we strongly affirm. Nevertheless, we 
regretfully have concluded that our dialogue has lacked the opportunity for the sharing of the 
information that lies behind our convictions. We do not mean to discount what has gone before 
but we have prayerfully decided it is necessary to publish these essays for your reflection. 

We should state in the beginning that, while the immediate concern is homosexuality, the 
Transforming perspective applies to all sexual orientations - heterosexual, bi-sexual, trans¬ 
sexual, etc. While sexual impulses may differ from person-to-person and time-to-time, it is our 
conviction that God’s will is that sexual behavior be expressed primarily in the covenant of 
marriage, which means a commitment between a man and a woman. Thus, all other sexual 
behavior is not as God intended. This includes pre-marital and extra-marital behavior among 
heterosexuals as well as same gender relationships among homosexuals. Faithfulness in 
marriage and celibacy outside of marriage is the ideal. 

However, in spite of our firm conviction that this is what God intended, we want to make 
it clear that sexuality, in our minds, is not the only area about which Christians should be 
concerned. Nor should those who struggle with their sexual impulses be singled out. We who 
feel so certain about what God intended in the sexual area, have a continuing need to be 
challenged about facets of our lives where we need to bring our lives under the judgment and 
mercy of God. This is not meant to be a casual or pious statement. As the familiar saying states, 
“we stand together at the foot of the cross as sinners who are forgiven.” 

This leads us to state unequivocally that persons of all sexual orientations are welcome in 
the church. There is no need for United Methodist Christians to debate this issue. Where the 
church is the Church, all people are welcome. It is our opinion that the church should go beyond 
its welcome, however, and provide help for those who struggle to bring their human impulses in 
line with what God intended them to be. This kind of help should be provided for persons 
struggling with all types of compulsions, not only sexual. While we agree that all of us remain 
sinners until our death, we, also, strongly believe that growth in grace is possible and that the 
Christian life should be one of continual efforts to follow God’s will. We think that this is a 
better way of showing compassion to persons than to welcome them without any reference to 
what the ideal would be for their lives. 
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Finally, we want to dissociate ourselves from condoning violence or discrimination. We 
refuse to be associated with these behaviors. We acknowledge that homosexuals and others who 
are different have suffered injustice in the past. For any part we have played in these actions we 
offer our apologies and ask for forgiveness. We stand for justice and fairness for everyone. 
However, justice does not imply approval. We feel there is a difference between social and 
Christian ethics. While various homosexual behaviors may have come to be considered 
alternative life styles of personal preference by society at-large, we continue to feel that such is 
incompatible with a Christian life style. 

The articles that follow ware written in hope that you would better understand our point 
of view. Included are statements about how we feel our position can be supported by Scripture, 
tradition, reason, and experience. You will recognize these as the “Methodist Quadrilateral” - 
sources of authority for Christians as they make decisions. We have also included an article by 
Richard Hays. Formerly a professor at Yale, he now teaches at our United Methodist seminary 
in Duke University. Further, there is a re-print of the report of the August, 1997 meeting of the 
American Psychological Association at which the ethics of offering reparative counseling to 
homosexuals were discussed. Contrary to the rumor that the APA voted against such counseling, 
it determined that this kind of help should only be offered with great care when it is requested. 
Help of this kind is the type of compassionate help we would hope the Christian church would 
offer to those who want it. Also included in this booklet is statement from ex-gay Christians and 
a list of resources you may find helpful to read. 

We hope your commitment to truth will lead you to reflect seriously on these materials 
we have presented. We trust these will help you in your ministry to those who struggle with 
sexual brokenness. 
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Scripture and Homosexuality 

Reformation Protestants defined themselves over against Roman Catholics as those 
whose final court of appeals was Scripture or sola Scriptura. Wesleyan Methodists, descendants 
from the Roman Catholics through Anglicanism, still hold to the importance of the Church’s 
Tradition, though appreciated within the accountability of the Quadrilateral. There Scripture 
rules as both first and last determinant. So we Methodists have the best of two ecclesial worlds, 
allowing Tradition its say and influence while following Scripture’s rule as final. God has 
revealed Himself to His people through Scripture, as well as through Tradition, Reason and 
Experience, though these last three are monitored always by Scripture. Otherwise, from what do 
our moral standards derive? 

Even with Scripture as primary, however, Wesley was keenly aware that nothing finally 
was proved through Scripture’s use that could not be argued to the contrary again through 
Scripture. Nevertheless, this did not stop Wesley from challenging his critics, ala Martin Luther, 
first to prove their point to him in Scripture. This left Wesley with many battle-fronts and on¬ 
going confrontations that ranged from Scripture’s inspiration and authority to its message and 
meaning. Lindsell and Fundamentalists today believe that the historical-critical method, begun 
in the 18 th century, is the Bible’s deadly enemy. Today’s Methodists are not free to join them in 
that conclusion, for we place too keen an emphasis on education and critical-historical tools, 
even while we point to examples of their current misuse. Lindsell and Gregory I (590-604) both 
offered as theory of inspiration the ‘mere secretaries’ who, under inspiration, “somehow lost 
their independence.” Again, we Methodists cannot go so far. Whether Wesley believed in an 
inerrant Bible, it can be doubted. But that he believed in a reliable Scripture as the Church’s 
book, trustworthy unto salvation and all that lay between then and now, would easily be 
defended. 

From the outset of the closed canon and since, there have been serious theological 
challenges to the nature and authority of the Word, coming then from Gnostics and Docetics, 
from Ebionites and Arianists; and coming now from well-meant Judaizers, biblicists and 
antinomianists as compassionists. We Methodists have an Article V in our Articles of Religion 
that tells of the Sufficiency of Scripture for Salvation. As well, the former EUBs have an Article 
IV to emphasize this same sufficiency of Scripture for salvation. In our Book of Discipline , we 
further add that “Methodists see Scripture as the primary source and criterion for Christian 
doctrine” and again, that Scripture is for us “the true rule and guide for faith and practice.” 

The early Church (100 to 400) saw Scripture as used for “teaching, reproof, correction 
an d for training in righteousness.” [2 Timothy 3:16] This is to say that the early Christians held 
a high view of Scripture as authoritative. Concerning homosexuality, the early Church 
condemned sexual relations with people of the same gender. [1 Corinthians 6:9-10] While this 
condemnation was not a preoccupation within The New Testament, it was a clear message, and a 
message continued after the New Testament canon was closed. Polycaip [69-155, Bishop of 
Smyrna] rehearsed Paul’s Corinthian theme. Origen [185-254] wrote of the Bible that “The 
sacred books were not the works of human beings, they were written by the inspiration of the 
Holy Spirit at the will of the Father of all through Jesus Christ.” fPe principiis , 4.9] Again, the 
high view of Scripture allows for the notion that Scripture, first and last, is the Church’s 
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guidebook. Richard McBrien [Roman Catholic Professor of Theology at The University of 
Notre Dame] wrote of this early Church period that “these writers were consistent in their 
denunciation of homosexuality: Paul, Augustine, John Chrysostom, et al.” [Catholicism , p. 994] 


The Middle Ages Church [500 to 1500] was also bound by the same dual struggle of the 
Scripture’s authority on the one hand and Christian character and behavior in Christ on the other. 
There was Aq uinas [1225-74], who wrote of the danger and damage of homosexuality, and there 
was Luther [1483-1546], who described the Scripture as that “.. .over which Jesus is Lord and 
King.” Both Luther and Calvin [1509-64] spoke of the necessity of the inner witness of the Holy 
Spirit for understanding the Scripture, concluding thereby that “not only was the Bible an 
authentic, dependable record of God’s encounter with humanity in the past, but also the means of 
his contemporary encounter with us now.” [Oxford Companion of the Bible ] 


John Wesley [1703-1791], in his Christian Perfection , cautioned “...against pride, and 
pride’s daughter, enthusiasm, which Wesley defined as that tendency to ascribe hastily 
everything to God.. .Therefore, believe not every spirit, but test the spirits to see whether they be 
of God.” Concluded Wesley, and here is our point, “You are in danger of enthusiasm every time 
you depart even a little from the Scriptures. We must never depart from the plain (literal) 
meaning of Scripture.” That is, first we try to read Scripture literally. Allegorical interpretation 
is possible only where the literal won’t fit. 

The modem Church is said to have begun with The French Revolution in 1495; by others 
to have begun with the outset of print in 1450; by still others with Descartes and his social ^ 
contract. But clearly Tom Oden is correct that for us today “modern is opposition of tradition. 
Even so, most of today’s churches stand together in agreement against the practice of 
homosexuality as acceptable, and the year 1992 detects their union. In the spring of 1992, The 
Roman Catholic Church reaffirmed its historic reasons for rejecting homosexual behavior as 
inconsistent with traditional Christian ethics. In April of this same year. Disciples of Christ 
produced their ban on ordination of practicing homosexuals. The Anglican Church of Canada 
canceled the license of a homosexual clergyman. In May, The General Conference of The 
United Methodist Church declared “the practice of homosexuality as incompatible with 
Christian teaching” and denied its pulpits to those “self-avowed practicing” homosexuals. The 
Southern Baptist Convention expelled two congregations for condoning homosexuality. The 
Vatican Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, in their document, stated that denying 
civil rights may be justified to protect the traditional family life and urged opposition to 
homosexual activity as morally acceptable. The United Presbyterian Church U.S.A. approved 
a lesbian for pastoral installation in New York, but within three months, their Permanent Judicia 
Co mmi ssion rejected her installation, all of this in 1992. 


Let us consider the Scriptural texts themselves, announced in Victor Paul Furnish’s The 
Moral Teaching of Paul as two: 1 st Corinthians 6:9 and Romans 1:26-27 [and this as seen within 
the larger context of Romans 1:18 through 3:20]. Richard B. Hays [The Moral Vision of the 
New Testament] sees the relevant texts as more. Hays sees the Old Testament Levitical holiness 
code as bind, though it makes no distinction between ritual law and moral law. Apart from this, 
notes Hays, the texts are the same as noted by Furnish. But the Church must also consider the 
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message of early Genesis and allow for the Scripture’s several metaphors as stretched over its 
texts. 


Genesis finds created man lonely, a burden too great to bear. Out of this inadequacy, 
woman results. Both are made in the image of God, male and female created by the same God. 
McGrath concludes that together, “we are to live in harmony by complimenting each other in 
mutuality and reciprocity.” fBlackwell Dictionary , p. 599] Marriage, defined in Genesis as 
between man and woman, becomes throughout a symbol of God’s union with His people, and of 
Christ with His Church, as seen in Song of Solomon, Hosea, Ezekiel and Ephesians. 

Despite the biblical hope, however, these sexual relationships break down, as seen in the 
Old Testament law which forbids adultery and sexual aberrations, such as homosexuality and 
incest [Leviticus 20:10, Exodus 20:14, Deuteronomy 5:18,22:13-21; Leviticus 19:29 and 18:22.] 
Paul took these warnings seriously, challenging fornicators, the impure, those who engaged in 
genital homosexual acts, and adulterers, as having no inheritance in the Kingdom [Ephesians 5:5 
and 1 st Corinthians 6:9]. Paul and the New Testament demanded moral restraint on all its 
Christians and ethical behavior from all who were in Christ: upon those single, those married; 
those with sexual preoccupation, and those willing to experiment; and upon those responsible for 
and to family members. 

In 1 st Corinthians 6:9-10, Wogaman translates the text to read “...neither fornicators nor 
the effeminate nor homosexuals will inherit the Kingdom of God” [Christian Ethics, Foundations 
and Practices] . Wogaman continues, “The condemnation of homosexual behavior in the Bible 
appears to be unequivocal.” Despite John Boswell’s insistence that paAaicoo means licentious 
or lack of self-control, Wogaman understands it to mean “women consumed with passion for one 
another” and “men committing shameless acts with men” [p. 147] Further, Wogaman says 
apoeoKOixcti is less able to be misunderstood in 1 st Corinthians 6:9, referring to male prostitutes 
frequented by men. Wogaman adds that “Sodomy as a legal term for homosexualism comes 

from Genesis 19.and the context of Genesis 19 makes clear in the story that a homosexual 

gang rape was being threatened and, according to the story, the Lord’s message was swift and 
devastating, [p. 147]. Jude 7 reminds the early Christians “how God punished the people of 
Sodom for their unnatural lusts with a holocaust” [Wogaman, p. 147]. 

Furnish and Hays come to different conclusions regarding the meaning and import of 1 st 
Corinthians 6:9 and Romans 1:18-32. Furnish reads Paul to conclude against homosexual 
behavior, but dismisses Paul as having written in an earlier and less informed day; and suggests 
as well that Paul was truly indifferent to homosexuality, as seen in the comparatively little space 
he devoted to the subject. Hays, in contrast, reads Paul as taking seriously the homosexual 
matter and concludes today’s Church can do no less, because the matter is first and foremost 
biblical. 

In summary. Scripture is our first and final filter, and its texts and messages must be 
taken seriously as binding upon the community of disciples called throughout history ‘the 
Church.’ Otherwise, as we asked at the outset, from what do our moral standards derive? Even 
so, let us be as aware as Wesley that Scripture doesn’t finally heal our breach nor reconcile our 
disagreements. The living Christ must do these. 
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We are prepared to welcome gays into the Church, and have been doing so, but our 
conditions are several. First, we ask that together we accept the Old and New Testaments are 
binding upon us all for salvation. Second, we ask that neither homosexual nor heterosexual 
finally define themselves by their sexuality. We are all more than our sexuality, and sexuality 
should not flaunt itself. Third, we ask that all, homosexual and heterosexual alike, come before 
God as repentant sinners, and seek thereafter to live our beloved lives within the imperatives of 
the Gospel. Fourth, we ask that our Book of Discipline’s conclusions regarding ordination and 
the homosexual be supported. Fifth, we ask that Scripture remain at our center as final source 
and resource, but as that document interpreted by The Holy Spirit. 
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Reason and Homosexuality 


REASON is another leg in the Methodist Quadrilateral. In comparison to the Bible, 
which represents divine intention, Tradition, which represents historical precedent, and 
Experience, which represents immediate personal relationship. Reason represents systematic 
reflection. The systematic reflections that will be addressed in this discussion of homosexuality 
will be those related to science, to theology, and to ethics. 

The Reasoning of Science 

Psychiatrist Jeffrey Satinover summarizes the position that some have taken that there is 
scientific proof that homosexuality is genetic: These persons believe that: 

First, as a matter of BIOLOGY, homosexuality is an innate, genetically determined 
aspect of the human body. 

Second, as a matter of PSYCHOLOGY, homosexuality is irreversible. Indeed, the 
attempt to reverse it requires so profound a denial of self that it is said to cause higher-than- 
average mental problems among homosexuals - such as depression, suicide, and alcohol and 
drug problems. 

Third, as a matter of SOCIOLOGY, homosexuality is normal, akin to such other social 
categories as sex and race. 

It is our opinion that each of these conclusions is debatable. The evidence for a genetic 
predisposition for homosexuality is mixed. While difficult in many cases, changes in both sexual 
orientation and behavior are incontrovertible. Further, homosexuality is clearly atypical, 
appearing in only 1-4% of humans and it is dissimilar to gender and race. 

The biological studies have been of three kinds: twin studies, brain studies, and hormonal 
studies. The twin studies have dealt with the question of whether there is such a thing as a 
“homosexual gene.” In monozygotic (identical) twins, sexual orientation should be the same 
regardless of whether or not the twins were reared apart. However, studies reveal only a 52% 
rate of similarity compared to 22% for fraternal (nonidentical) twins and 9% for siblings. There 
does seem to be a biological component in homosexuality but it cannot be attributed to a 
“homosexual gene”- else the similarity rate would be 100%. How significant is this component 
and whether it is absolutely determinative of behavior is not known at present. 

Brain studies have focused on the finding that autopsy examinations of homosexual and 
heterosexual men found differences in both the volume and number of cells in two areas of the 
brain. Assuming that sexual orientation and behavior were the only features that distinguished 
these two groups, an assumption that was hard to confirm since all the men were dead, the 
question still remains whether correlation means causation. It is well known, from other non- 
sexual studies, that life experiences can change the development of certain cranial features. In 
the case of these studies, there is no way of knowing whether homosexuality caused the cell 
development, or the cell development caused the homosexuality. In all fairness, however, there 
is some theorizing that in gestation, femaleness is the default condition and that homosexuality is 
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a deviation from that state. It could be that the development of the hypothalamus in males, 
where at least one of these studies reports differences, is along a continuum. It is possible that 
the development of the hypothalamus deviates significantly less in homosexual males than it 
does in heterosexuals. 

Hormonal theories have focused on the prenatal process and the times at which certain 
types of neurological organization appear and develop. Noting that some homosexuals differ 
significantly in overt mannerisms from heterosexuals, theorists have proposed that traumas, 
chemical ingesting, and/or hormonal imbalances may have occurred at specific prenatal periods. 
There have been no studies of these theories to date although the general theory that unusual 
prenatal, embryonic experiences are significant for later functioning is widely accepted. 

Summarizing the finding s of science, there does seem to be a biological component to 
homosexuality in males. Although it may also be present in females, few, if any, studies have^ 
been undertaken to study these issues. However, there is no evidence for a “homosexual gene” 
which predetermines orientation, much less behavior. Further, there is a biological component to 
all human behavior and we may be stating nothing more than a fact, which if studied, would 
relate to most everything people do. We are still faced with the old nature/nurture question. 

While studies of gender nonconformity in childhood do seem to suggest that three-fourths of 
those who evidence such behavior do grow up to be homosexuals, it is miknown whether the 
way they were reared and/or the interests they expressed helped determine their eventual sexual 
orientation. Most importantly, any implication that homosexual behavior is predetermined or 
that homosexuals cannot help themselves goes far beyond any of the data. 

The Psychological issue has been whether sexual orientation is a changeable feature of 
personality or not. Since the 1971 decision of the American Psychiatric Association and the 
1973 decision of the American Psychological Association to officially desist from labeling 
“homosexuality” a mental disorder, there have been considerable pressures on both these 
organizations to declare “reparative therapy,” counseling directed toward changing sexual 
orientation, unethical. This pressure has been based on the yet-to-be proven presumption that 
homosexuality is a genetic predisposition over which persons have no control. The evidence will 
not support such a conclusion and neither of the APAs have voted to outlaw counseling to alter 
sexual orientation or behavior. We invite you to read the article in this booklet that reports the 
decision of the American Psychological Association in August, 1997 to permit such therapy. 
Many psychiatrists and psychologists feel reparative therapy is appropriate when done with great 
care and when it is requested. The AP A Monitor , in which this report appeared, is the official 
newspaper of the APA. While such a decision clearly distinguishes between ego “dystomc” and 
ego “syntonic” homosexuality, it clouds the fact that those for whom their homosexuality is no 
longer a problem, the syntonic group, may have reached that state by massive denial and social 

conformity. 

Our conviction is that much homosexual behavior is a habit problem whose roots 
resemble most addictions. Habit problems begin with exploration of a given action. They 
continue with intrigue over the new and different. The motivation to explore follows. 
Exploration grows into an interest. A habit is bom. Then it changes into an obsession; and, 
finally, it becomes an addiction which possesses the person. This is the path of addictions, be 
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they drugs, alcohol, gambling, pornography or any other behavior that is outside the approval of 
society at large. That addictions can be changed can be seen in the many individuals and groups 
which attest to that possibility. One of those testimonies is included in this booklet. Although 
change is difficult and requires great effort, research shows it is possible where there is a will to 
do so. Homosexuality is not an unalterable condition, in our opinion. 

This leads to the Sociological issues. There is much pressure these days to consider 
homosexuality an alternate life-style that should be considered normal for those who practice it. 
While it does appear that contemporary western society has accepted homosexuality as non- 
pathological and non criminal, it stretches credulity to think of it as normal. As compared to 
gender where half of the population is male and half female, less than 10% of the population is 
homosexual. Statistically, homosexuality is AB-normal and A-typical. It cannot be considered 
otherwise. Of course, this does not justify discrimination or injustice, but it does imply that 
homosexuality should be considered a handicapping condition that appears like other 
abnormalities in a small percentage of the population. Since the term “handicap” is not 
politically correct these days, we feel it best to consider homosexuals as “sexually challenged” 
from a cultural point of view. We agree with our society’s efforts to provide for those who are 
“challenged,” along whatever line, although we do not agree with efforts to declare as “normal” 
that which clearly does not meet that criterion. While society may decide to “mainstream” 
homosexuality in many ways, the fact remains that it should be considered one of those 
conditions to which society adjusts but which it never considers the norm. We acknowledge that 
“normality” should never be the basis forjudging something good or bad. 

However, for many years sodomy or anal intercourse, was considered a “crime against 
nature” in most of western society. While the criminal dimension of such behavior is no longer 
an issue, it is very clear that ADDS was initially known as GRID (Gay Related Immune 
Disorder). In spite of the fact that the condition can be spread by heterosexual intercourse, there 
is no doubt that the preponderance of those suffering from AIDS today are homosexuals who 
contracted the disease through anal intercourse. In our opinion, this fact should be considered in 
judgments about whether homosexuality is good or bad. While we recognize that AIDS 
sufferers are among the latest in a long line of those dying with stigma who deserve our 
compassion and assistance, we yet have to face the fact that this kind of homosexual behavior is 
indeed “against nature,” and that nature has reacted to it with vengeance. 

The Reasoning of Theology 

Tu rnin g from science to theology, it is our conviction that those who propose the 
nonjudgmental inclusion of homosexuals in all areas of church life do so out of a misplaced 
theological emphasis. We believe that much attention should be paid to the biblical orders of 
creation and to the proscriptions regarding human behavior which flow out of these Scriptural 
teachings. We do not feel that starting point which gives Scripture a central place violates in any 
way Christ-centered compassion, the teachings of St. Paul, or the prophetic call for social justice. 
In our opinion, those who differ from us on this issue do so out of their empathic experiences 
with individuals caught in sexual addiction. This biases them toward an over-compassionate 
acceptance of homosexuality. It blinds them as to how their narrow focus on “Christ’s ministry 
of loving inclusion” leads them to a naive misperception of the harsh, social reality of the 
homosexual life-style. We sincerely feel that God’s judgment and God’s grace go together. We 
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think that the church should be in the business of helping persons who struggle with their sexual 
impulses to be true to the ideal of faithfulness in marriage and celibacy in singleness whether 
homo- or hetero-sexuals, married or not. We are convinced that these convictions are grounded 
in a theology that does not discount Scripture by culturally relativizing it nor does it make 
compassionate love an absolute that turns out to be more cruel than merciful. Exposition of the 
Bible which is based on subjective experience does not result in sound exegesis or good 
theology, in our opinion. Although we Christians must constantly apply our faith to the 
contemporary situation, we are called to change the times, not flow with the times. 

Ethical Reasoning 

This leads to the last consideration of rational reflection - Ethics. In our opinion, there 
are several types of ethics: personal/social; secular/religious. At times, they are one and the 
same; at other times, they are radically different. We join with many in asserting that those who 
are homosexually oriented should be protected from discrimination, injustice and violence. It 
has been far too easy in the past for persons who disapproved of homosexuality to tacitly 
approve of violence done to our brothers and sisters in Christ. We forthrightly take our stand 
with those who fight for the civil rights of those who are sexually challenged. Good public 
ethics demands that those in any minority be fairly treated, and we desire to be good citizens. 
Further, we have allowed homosexuals’ differentness to provoke rejection of them in the 
fellowship of the church. All are welcome in the house of God. 

However, a concern for justice and a general welcome to everyone does not imply 
approval of everything that homosexuals do. The same applies to heterosexuals. This is the 
basis of the radical distinction we make, as Christians and as citizens, between orientation and 
behavior. We feel that the goal of faithfulness in marriage and celibacy in singleness is a ideal 
which all Christians should espouse. We are offended when those who differ with us want to 
separate homosexuals off from the all other Christians. Every Christian should constantly 
struggle to bring her/his behavior under the judgment and grace of God. Neither homosexuals 
nor heterosexuals are passive, over-determined, pawns who live at the mercy of irresistible 
impulses. Both are persons with free-will who can choose how they shall act. Human beings are 
not perfect but neither are they helpless. We believe such viewpoints dignify people rather than 
discount them by believing they cannot resist temptation or are at the mercy of their basic 
impulses. 

This essay has discussed some of the rational issues Christians should consider as they 
struggle with how to react to homosexuality. Reason was defined as systematic reflection in 
such areas as science, theology, and ethics. Hopefully, this essay has clearly presented the 
thinking of persons who take the position that homosexuality is an aberration provoked both by 
nature and nurture but which can be changed in some cases. However, in every case, 
homosexuality challenges individuals who share this condition to live, along with their brother 
and sister Christians who might be heterosexual, a life worthy of the gospel by resisting the 
temptation to violate the ideal of being faithful in marriage and celibate in singleness. While we 
recognize that such a stand as we have taken might seem cruel in that it treats homosexuals as if 
they had to live celibate lives because marriage was unavailable to them. But is not this the 
condition of heterosexuals who never have the opportunity to marry? All persons have some 
situations to which they adjust in life. Why should homosexuals be different? 
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Tradition and Homosexuality 

We Methodists dare not assume that our tradition began in 1939 or in 1968 with our 
contemporary mergers, or that the historic Christian Tradition began in 1795 with The French 
Revolution. “The theological task does not start anew in each age or each person. Christianity 
does not leap from New Testament times to the present as though nothing were to be learned 

from that great cloud of witnesses in between.The passing on and receiving of the gospel 

among persons, regions and generations constitutes a dynamic element of Christian 

history.Scripture remains the norm by which all traditions are judged.” [1996 Book of 

Discipline] Further our ordination is ordination into the whole or catholic Church, where “the 
world is indeed our parish” and where we are bound to keep up with what The Roman Catholics 
are up to. We are not bound to a lesser tradition but to the fuller Tradition. Etymologically, 
tradition comes from the Latin ‘traditio’ which is a giving over, a delivery, a surrender, a 
handing down, taken from ‘tradere’ as l 3 giving up.’ The Greek equivalent is TtcxpctSooio and 
7 tapa 8 i 6 copi, meaning ‘to give over, hand over, to deliver up.’ Key New Testament references 
clarify the use of the term, its intention, and its claim upon us as Christians. 

A. 1 st Corinthians 11:23 states "I received [napeXafiov] from the Lord what I also 

delivered [irapsSoJKa] to you, that the Lord Jesus on the night when he was betrayed 
took bread .” Here Paul uses the verb meaning ‘to hand on. ’ 

B. Galatians 1:12 “For I received [napeXafiov] it not from man, nor was I taught it, but it 
came through a revelation of Jesus Christ. ” Tradition was regarded by Paul as derived 
from Christ. 

C. 1 st Corinthians 15:3-4 states “For I delivered [nape8a>Ka] to you as of first importance 
what I also received [napeXafiov], that Christ died for our sins, was buried, and that he 
was raised up on the third day.... ’’ Tradition then is linked to the entire ministry of 
Christ. 

D. Colossians 2:8 notes “See to it that no one makes a prey of you by philosophy or empty 
deceit, according to human tradition [napaSoGiv], those not in accord with Christ .” 
Here a contrast exists between truth in Christ and that according to human measure. 

E. Mark 7:5-13 reads “Leaving the commandment of God, you hold the tradition 
[napaSomv] of men." Here Jesus draws a similar distinction between human tradition 
and God’s command. 

The Church has its Tradition handed down and passed on and this edifying Tradition 
must be thoughtfully and seriously considered as regards homosexuality if the Church is to avoid 
further tears in its ecclesial and ecumenical fabric. The Church’s Tradition begins with New 
Testament content, and we are accountable to and for its thought from the periods patristic [100- 
400] and medieval [400-1600], and into the periods modem [1795-1965] and post-modem 
[1965-1998]. 

Religion at its best means the upholding of particular standards, standards dependent on 
that religion’s tradition. But no religion allows for the holding of no particular standards, nor 
does any religion allow adherents to make up their own doctrines upon entrance, or to creatively 
imagine them in the years following entrance. Pastors and leaders within that specific tradition 
(Methodism, in our case) must hold to that tradition’s stated values or otherwise leave, which is 
the only honest option, as pointed out by the late C. S. Lewis [A Covenant to be Faithful, Godin 
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the Dock, pp. 89-90] Christ set us free, though this freedom is not ultimate, but rather serves the 
cause of God in Christ. We are not free to imagine our own tradition, nor to tinker with that 
which has been handed on to us. As Christian pastors and leaders, we can only faithfully 
participate in what Yves Congar spoke of as a relay race, “where the runners, spaced at intervals, 
pass tradition from one to the other, as if a baton or a torch.” ITradition and Traditions , P. 15] 

While our present age is confused regard Christian Tradition and its place and value, 
perhaps we can agree on two of Robin Gill’s [Senior Lecturer and Associate Dean of the Faculty 
of Divinity at the University of Edinburgh] points as central: (1) that there must be a morality of 
some sort that governs sexual relationships and (2) that there is a need to preserve traditional 
marriage as husband and wife, and traditional family as father, mother and child. We would 
further agree that humans are sexual beings. Yet the sexual and ethical norm of traditional, 
biblical Christianity has been to reject all pre-marital and extra-marital sexual activity as falling 
short of the proper context for sexual expression in marriage. “On the same basis, homosexual 
acts, rape and incest are wrong.” [McGrath, Blackwell Dictionary , p. 600] 

Greeks in the classical period accepted homosexual behavior as natural, though Aristotle 
wrote that homosexual preference was almost always caused by parental abuse and not 
considered a natural or nature-caused phenomenon. The New Testament entered into this 
classical Greek period with a starkly different and more radical & demanding ethic, where 
Christian Tradition stood opposite of their classical norm. [Rodney Stark, The Rise of 
Christianity] 

Christian Tradition begins with the conviction that sexual expression is to take place 
wi thin the context of marriage (husband and wife). Further, its Tradition asks that homosexuals 
be chaste in the same way that single and unmarried people are chaste. This, by the way, is not 
considered celibacy, as celibacy is a vocation chosen for the sake of a higher calling. Jesus 
showed in his own life that genital activity is not fundamental to being human. He was fully 
human, thou gh never entered into a sexual relationship. Our Christian Tradition has understood 
both procreation and relational care as motives for union, guarding against love as merely erotic, 
marked instead by agapeic love as self-giving through God. 

The strict sexual standard, first mentioned by Paul, went beyond the New Testament and 
was continued through The Didache , the late first century manual for the Church, which read: 
“Do not be lustful, for lust leads to fornication. Do not use foul language or leer, for all this 
breeds adultery.” Ignatius [late first century Bishop of Antioch] added, “Make no mistake, 
adulterers will not inherit the kingdom.” Clement of Rome [late first century Bishop of Rome] 
wrote: “Since we are a holy portion, we should do all that makes for holiness. We should flee 
from slandering, vile and impure embraces, drunkedness, rioting, filthy lusts, detestable adultery 
and disgusting arrogance.” Irenaeus (130-200) rejected the Gnostic appeal to secret tradition 
independent of recognized Scripture. Origen (185-254) noted that tradition had to be based 
finally on Old and New Testaments. “In the early Christian Fathers, tradition [napabomo or 
traditio] means the revelation made by God and delivered to Him to His faithful people through 
the mouth of His prophets and apostles. It does not mean something ‘handed down’ but 
something ‘handed on or over.’ IThe Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church] Notes Pelikan 
[Sterling Professor of History at Yale], “Heresy, until comparatively recent times, has likewise 
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represented itself as the guardian of the tradition against innovation.” |The Melody of Theology, 
p. 254] 

Richard McBrien [Roman Catholic and Chair of the Department of Theology at The 
University of Notre Dame] offers insight into the Catholic tradition: “From the time of Paul, 
through Aquinas, down to the statement of the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith 'Observations Regarding Legislative Proposals Concerned With Discrimination: Toward 
Homosexual Persons (1992), official Catholic teaching has consistently judged all homosexual 
acts as at once unnat ural and gravely sinful. [Origins, 22/10, August 6,1992, pp. 173, 175-177). 
The Congregation’s 1986 pastoral letter to the world’s bishops, 'The Pastoral Care of 
Homosexual Persons ’ called not only the homosexual act “an intrinsic moral evil” but even the 
inclination itself must be seen as an objective disorder.’ [n. 3, Origins, 16/22, Nov. 13,1986, 

377,379-382] ‘The hierarchical magisterium’s argument is based on the principle of finality 
which, accor ding to the Vatican’s ‘Declaration on Sexual Ethics’ in 1975, states that the use of 
the sexual function has its true meaning and moral rectitude only in true marriage. 

The Orthodox Christian, Timothy Ware, offers insight into his tradition: “Sexual 
intercourse is a gift from God, but a gift given for use between man and woman only within the 
sacrament of marriage. The Orthodox Church for this reason cannot approve of sexual 
intercourse outside marriage, even when a couple has the firm intention of eventually getting 
married.. .Still less can the Church give its approval to sexual unions between persons of the 
same sex. But in all specific cases of homosexuality, we should of course seek to show the 
utmost pastoral sensitivity and generous compassion.” [The Orthodox Church , p. 296] I know of 
no Methodist unwilling to offer such pastoral care, even while we agree with Ware in the above 
restrictions of sexual union. 

Wesley, in reading Paul’s landmark statement “Therefore, if any one is in Christ, he is a 
new creation; the old has passed away, the new has come” [2 Corinthians 5:17], insisted we were 
not merely seen by God as new, but truly new, made new. That is, those in Christ went beyond 
reconciliation to transformation of the whole of their being. 

Here we United Methodists must live then, with Tradition’s rule of faith, and with our 
Methodist tradition reiterating the same stabilizing heritage. To ignore such is to be dishonest 
with that handed on to us. Nor can we pick and choose aspects of the Tradition to herald while 
abandoning other aspects. To the extent that this Tradition is biblical, it has already laid claim 
upon us. We are faithfully to hand-deliver it. Tradition’s is not to please us all, but to clarify 
Scripture’s meaning and intent, to clarify God’s prior claim upon us all, that we might be made 
into the likeness of Christ Jesus. 
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The United Methodist Church Traditions and doctrines as 
They Relate to the Issue of Homosexuality 


For 2000 years the Christian Church’s position based on Holy Scripture, regarding 
homosexual behavior, fornication, adultery and prostitution is that these actions are sins. 
Professing Christians cannot encourage, endorse, or promote these sinful actions and remain true 
to the moral lifestyle God demands of his people. It must be noted that these four sins are at 
odds with the Biblical standard of marriage, marriage as defined by the Bible as that of a union 
between man and woman. Furthermore, members of the United Methodist Church (UMC) are 
required to be obedient to the UMC book of law, the Book of Discipline, which states that the 
UMC does not condone the practice of homosexuality and considers this practice incompatible 
with Christian teaching. It is clear that the Reconciling Congregations and PFLAG programs 
condone homosexual behavior and assert that this behavior is not a sin; this violates the UMC 
Book of Discipline and is contradictory to Holy Scripture. The Transforming Congregations 
program, however, is consistent with the UMC Book of Discipline and Holy Scripture. 

At the 1996 UMC California-Pacific Annual Conference it was obvious that most of 
the delegates didn’t know very much about either the Transforming Congregations program or 
the Reconciling Congregations program. It is also very clear that the great majority of Umted 
Methodist laypersons believe in the authority of Holy Scripture and consider homosexual 

behavior a sin. It is very likely that many of them would vote with their feet and go to other 
churches if our annual conference adopts the Reconciling Congregations program, which 
denies the authority of Holy Scripture and does not consider homosexual behavior a sm. 

Quoting UMC Bishop Schowengerdt: “When we United Methodists stop confusing 
unconditional love with unconditional approval, we will start giving moral leadership for the 
present age. ” 

While speaking to a group of Anglican priests in 1945, C. S. Lewis stated: “It seems to 
the layman that in the Church of England we often hear from our priests doctrine which is not 
Anglican Christianity...It is not, of course, for me to define to you what Anglican Christianity 
is—I am your pupil, not your teacher. But I insist that wherever you draw the lines, bounding 
lines must exist, beyond which your doctrine will cease either to be Anglican or to be Christian: 
and I suggest also that the lines come a great deal sooner than many modem priests think. I 
think it is your duty to fix the lines clearly in your own minds: and if you wish to go beyond 
them you must change your profession. This is your duty not specially as Christians or as priests 

but as honest men. ” 

A Christian Church cannot promote homosexual behavior, because to do so is to 
promote a fatal lifestyle which causes the spread of AIDS and other sexually-transmitted 
diseases Homosexual behavior can be changed as evidenced by the many success stones of 
those that have gotten out of the homosexual lifestyle. The AIDS epidemic has devastated die 
gay and bisexual community because of this lifestyle, a lifestyle that fully accepts promiscuity, 
multiple partners, and sexual experimentation. Because of this lifestyle choice, the life 
expectancy of male homosexuals is shortened by about 35 years as compared to that of the 
monogamous heterosexual male. Any program promoting homosexual behavior contnbutes 
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significantly to the destabilization and devaluation of the Biblical standard of marriage, which 
again is union between man and woman. 

Having programs that condone homosexuality leaves the church wide open for lawsuits. 
The sexual misconduct area is an area of huge potential liability e.g. the recent $119,000,000 
judgment against the Catholic Church (see UMC News Service, “UM agency attorney teims 
$119,000,000 verdict ‘frightening’ ”, July 30 th , 1997). Since the UMC is a connectional church 
the liability rests with the whole church not just some errant local church (remember the Pacific 
Homes financial disaster). Risk management consultants are advising churches to see that their 
programs don’t expose them to risk in the area of sexual misconduct. The groups that condone 
homosexual behavior such as Reconciling Congregations and PFLAG, if made a part of the 
UMC program, expose the UMC to tremendous liability in innumerable ways; one is that if a 
young person who is confused about his or her sexual identity experiments with the homosex j<&1 
lifestyle (don’t knock it if you haven’t tried it type illogic) and gets AIDS and dies it seems likely 
that the family of this young person can sue the Church big time and win. 

A major problem which must be faced honestly is that a small committed minority of 
UMC members who support changing the UMC’s historic stand on homosexuality have 
managed to take control of a vast amount of UMC resources in terms of time and effort 
particularly in the general boards and agencies. This has resulted in a huge negative impact on 
the image of the UMC and distracted it from carrying out its true mission that is stated in the 
Book of Discipline, making disciples of Jesus Christ. The total membership of the UMC in the 
United States has declined by an average of 1000 members per week for the last 30 years. 
Currently the UMC is closing on average one church per day. So why has the UMC allowed a 
small minority, that want to discredit Holy Scripture on what it clearly says about homosexual 
behavior (that it is a sin), to literally tear the UMC apart? 

Quoting Thomas Oden, a prominent United Methodist theologian at Drew University, 

“ The caucus mentality is intrinsically polarizing because it asserts partial interests against the 
whole, on the assumptions of injured innocence and compensatory justice for long-delayed 
remedies. The caucuses intensify polarization while ostensibly seeking to mollify and embrace 
differences. ” "Such reasoning, of course, is very unpopular to mention. Virtually all mainline 
Protestants are steeped in a tradition of tolerance and amiability. Thus they have been specially 
vulnerable to a particular form of deception by which their power to choose has been 
significantly filched from them and reinvested in elite groups capable of manipulating caucus 
interests, or capable of colluding with coalitions of caucus mentalities to gain office and control 
and acquire presumed moral authority. ” 

Quoting from page v of the 1996 UMC Book of Discipline: “The Discipline is the book 
of law of the United Methodist Church. It is the product of200 years of the General 
Conferences of the denominations that now form the United Methodist Church.’ Therefore it is 
important to know what the UMC Book of Discipline states regarding homosexuality. The 
following are relevant quotations from the UMC Book of Discipline: 
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From paragraph 65G: “Although we do not condone the practice of homosexuality and 
consider this practice incompatible with Christian teaching, we affirm that God’s grace is 
available to all. We commit ourselves to be in ministry for and with all persons.” 

Paragraph 2532.3: "When a pastor and/or a board of trustees are asked to grant 
permission to an outside organization to use church facilities, permission can be granted only 
■when such use is consistent with the Social Principles (paragraphs 64-70) and ecumenical 
objectives. ” This is particularly relevant in the case of PFLAG whose use of UMC facilities is 
in violation of this section of the UMC Book of Discipline. 

From paragraph 65C: "Ceremonies that celebrate homosexual unions shall not be 
conducted by our ministers and shall not be conducted in our churches. ” 

From paragraph 65H: "We also commit ourselves to social witness against the coercion 
and marginalization of former homosexuals. ” This is recognition of the fact that you can get out 
of the homosexual lifestyle if you chose to do so. 

From paragraph 304.3: "Since the practice of homosexuality is incompatible with 
Christian teaching, self-avowed practicing homosexuals are not to be accepted as candidates, 
ordained as ministers, or appointed to serve in the United Methodist Church. ” 

From paragraph 806.12: "The council shall be responsible for ensuring that no board, 
agency, committee, commission, or council shall give United Methodist funds to any gay caucus 
or group, or otherwise use such funds to promote the acceptance of homosexuality. The council 
shall have the right to stop such expenditures. ” 

From these sections of the UMC Book of Discipline it is clear that the UMC leadership 
cannot promote or condone homosexual behavior. In paragraph 2624.1 one of the chargeable 
offenses of UMC leadership is "(b) practices declared by the United Methodist Church to be 
incompatible with Christian teachings. ” Paragraph 65G is applicable in these situations. 

To summarize, when it comes to the matter of homosexual behavior, the UMC because it 
is a Christian Church under the authority of Holy Scripture and subject to the UMC Book of 
Discipline should not promote any sin including the sin of homosexual behavior (a fatal 
lifestyle). Therefore the UMC should not support the Reconciling and PFLAG programs. 

Further it should not support attempts to call an annual conference a Reconciling Conference, 
with or without definition, because this implies support for the Reconciling Congregations 
program. It should, however, consider adopting the Transforming Congregations program. 

Quoting UMC Bishop Earl G. Hunt from his November 17,1987 address at Lake 
Junaluska to the United Methodist Council of Bishops when he became its president: 

“Any legislation by the General Conference that opens the way for the acceptance of 
homosexuality as an alternate, normal lifestyle within the Christian community would be 
impossible for vast numbers of United Methodists all over the world to accept, would violate 
their understanding of the principles of biblical religion, and would precipitate an angry exodus 
of unpredictable proportions from our church.” “My plea, speaking as your president, is for the 
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retention of United Methodism’s present positions with regard to human sexuality, including 
homosexuality. The carefully crafted phraseology presently contained in the Book of Discipline 
has conveyed its clear meaning to our entire chinch. To attempt even subtle and adroit changes 
in existing language, I fear, could point the church in the direction of an altered basic position 
and unquestionably would be interpreted in this way by our membership. Present wording 
provides contrapuntal balance between the articulation of clear, historic Christian principle and 
insistence upon all embracing Christian pastoral compassion and love.” 

From the Confessing Movement (within the UMC) Tract no. 3, “Our Doctrinal Standards 
and Sexuality “Homosexual behavior denies our identity as male and female, just as idolatry 
denies our identity as creatures of God. John Wesley himself called attention to this analogy 
(Notes Upon the New Testament, p. 522), arguing that just as idolatry brings dishonor to God, so 
homosexual behavior brings dishonor to the body created for the union of male and female in 
marriage.” 
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Experiences and Homosexuality 


For more than two decades, United Methodists have repeatedly reaffirmed that "we 
do not condone the practice of homosexuality and consider this practice incompatible with 
Christian teaching" (Discipline, Paragraph 65G). 

What John Wesley meant by "Experience” was in determining what God requires in 
matters of faith and conduct for us to be guided by the redeemed and sanctified Experience of 
the collective Christian community. 

Yet it is doubtful that a lengthy, academic discussion here of Wesley’s intentions or the 
meaning of the Quadrilateral would have much influence on the issue before us. Rather, it is 
more productive to focus on the dynamics of how Experience is used in the discussion of 
homosexuality. We will examine three appeals to Experience most often presented and their 
inadequacy as decisive criteria for reaching moral truth. 

I. The experiences of individuals provide a conflicting and inadequate foundation for 
making moral policy. 

A. In dividual experience is subjective and conflicting. Our individual experiences are 
subjective and vary radically from person to person. From "Should we re-elect the President? to 
"Was that a good movie?", intelligent persons may go though the same experience and reach 
opposing conclusions. Because the issue of homosexuality has been placed on our agenda many 
times before, we know that what is usually presented as conclusive evidence is the subjective 
experiences of pro-homosexual persons. (Unfortunately, the testimonies of ex-gay persons who 
have come out of the gay lifestyle by the transforming power of God are too often marginalized 
or rejected.) This falls far short of the mark of our Wesleyan Quadrilateral and is a very poor 
way to "do theology" or determine any moral issue. However, because Scripture consistently 
and uniformly rejects homosexuality, and Tradition and Reason offer so little support, by default. 
Experience must be pressed to the limit. The point is that relying heavily on the experience of 
individuals representing one point of view is an unstable basis for formulating policy. 

B. Individual experience changes. Even within the same person, experience changes 
over time. We all can remember--and hopefully laugh--at some of the ways we used to dress or 
behave or goals pursued with all our energy. But with the passing of time, we now ruefully 
regard some these things or "count them as refuse." 

C. We re-evaluate all experience in light of our conversion to Christ. In the context 
of the Christian community, the greatest new experience is salvation in Jesus Christ! The old 
ways of thinking and behaving undergo a process of transformation in the conversion experience. 
We sing, " Amazin g Grace...that saved a wretch like me, I once was lost, but now I'm found, was 
blind but now I see." The apostles, John Wesley, and Christian saints of all ages, uniformly 
witness to the change God works in our hearts by grace. At one time Zacchaeus, Mary 
Magdalene, and Paul would all have testified vigorously that they were quite happy and proud of 
their lifestyles-yet each would "count as loss” these things after they came to know Jesus Christ. 
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The question for the redeemed Christian disciple is no longer "What do I feel is right?" but 
“What is God's standard of holiness and how can I live it out?" 

God's love does not bless the old sinful ways, to the contrary, it leads us out of darkness 
and into His marvelous light. That love is coupled with God's discernment which helps us see 
the error of the old ways. The punishment we deserve as sinners has been borne by the atoning 
work of Christ, and the splendor of His gracious love causes us to fall in life-long adoration of 
God and submit ourselves to as disciples of Christ. As humble servants entrusted with this 
treasure in earthen vessels, we have the awesome responsibility to preserve and transmit it to 
future generations of Christians and to a sin-filled world. 

Any appeal to allow the testimony of experience to guide our thinking MUST be based- 
not on the old, fallen nature-but to the REDEEMED, new nature of Christ living in us. If we are 
to have any integrity as disciples of Jesus Christ on this issue, we must base our moral decisions 
on what the Scriptures say and the collective experience of the redeemed, sanctified nature of the 
Christian church through the ages. 

n. Arguments based on the depth, longevity, or biological basis of one's feelings are faulty 
criteria for determining moral policy. 

It is erroneous to argue from subjective experience that a) homosexual feelings come 
from deep within; b) they are long-standing and resistant to change; or c) that they have a 
biological basis; and therefore conclude that homosexuality is from God. The Christian church 
does not accept these arguments as decisive in regard to any other moral issue. If a habitual 
thief, or a life-long racist were to argue that a) these feeling come from deep within; b) they are 
long-standing and resistant to change; c) have a biological basis would we shrug and conclude 
that they must be from God? 

A. Depth of Feeling. That we have feelings that come from deep within is hardly an 
adequate basis for affirmation as being holy. Is it a valid argument that "Whatever is in me, is 
good?" Jesus said, "For from within, out of the heart of man, come evil thoughts, fornication, 
theft, murder, adultery, coveting, wickedness, deceit, licentiousness, envy, slander, pride, 
foolishness. All these evil things come from within, and they defile a man." (Mark 7:21-3) 

B. Longevity. Similarly, testimony that homosexual urges or behavior have been long 
term or resisted one’s efforts to change, cannot be taken as proof that these urges are created by 
God and are "gifts" to be affirmed. Would we approve spousal abuse any other sin using this 
argument? By this test, any sin of long-standing, would not be sin. 

C. Biological component The argument that homosexuality is O.K. if it has a 
biological component is erroneous. Some advocates attempt to claim that the research proves 
homosexuality is biologically determined or imply that this conclusion is all but inevitable. 
Despite these false claims, the truth is that all Christian are commanded to manage , and through 
God’s help, master their biological urges. Biology is Not destiny. Our instincts are not 
irresistible forces which no Christian can tame. For example, could we agree that the sexual 
drive in heterosexual males desires to mate with many sexual partners? But the commands of 
God and the teachings of Christ instruct us to manage our sexual drive. To fail in this regard 
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causes great pain in our selves and our relationships. From the Old Testament commandments 
("Thou shalt not commit adultery") to the commandments of Christ in the New Testament, ("But 
I say to you if anyone looks lustfully..."), Christians are to exercise control over their biological 
drives. 

III. The appeal to "unconditional love" as preeminent is a faulty basis for determining 
moral truth. 

We must examine the appeal to "unconditional love" as it is used in the dynamics of these 
discussions of homosexuality. 

A. Unconditional love is limited. Unconditional positive regard or unconditional love 
originated in the discipline of psychology. The term denotes a technique in the 
psychotherapeutic setting in which the counselor expresses no negative responses in order to 
build empathy with the patient. Yet even as a counseling tool, unconditional positive regard is 
not an end in itself, but a means to an end, for if the patient is to be helped, the counselor must 
gradually endeavor to bring a therapeutic awareness of a new point of view so that better choices 
for action can be made in the future. 

If unconditional love has a limited usefulness as a counseling technique, it is woefiilly 
inadequate in situations requiring the moral judgement. Applied uncritically and universally, 
unconditional love would render the determination of right and wrong impossible. 

B. Authentic love requires critical thinking. In the discussions of homosexual 
behavior, the call for communal unconditional love usually is expressed as a) "Can't we all just 
love one another?" or b) "Who is to Judge? Let him who is without sin cast the first stone.” No 
matter how sincere this appeal is, if accepted, it has the effect of eliminating all discernment and 
critical thinking in making moral decisions. Sympathy becomes the only response allowed in the 
situation. Unconditional love is not unconditional approval. As Christian disciples, we cannot 
allow the discussion to be derailed so easily. 

Mature love accepts the responsibility for careful thinking. It is an erroneous and 
dangerous notion that everything would be alright with the world if we just "loved" one another. 
God's amazing grace must not be reduced to some vague notion of agape to be poured like syrup 
unconditionally over every human situation and behavior. Ask any parent, genuine love 
demands the teaching of standards and constant correction that rebukes as wells as praises. 

C. Authentic love applies critical judgement "Who is to judge?" God is-and in His 
Word, He has given us a great body of instruction about actions that are right and wrong. To the 
woman taken in adultery, after defending her from malicious violence, Jesus led her accusers to 
judge, i.e. discern, for themselves their motives. Then our Lord said to her, "Neither do I 
condemn you. Go and sin no more." Jesus was Judge of sin. Jesus showed mercy and grace. 
Jesus expected her to repent, and instructed her to sin no more. 

It will not do for us to surrender the steering wheel of responsibility and critical thinking 
in our Christian community in response to this well-intentioned appeal. Yes, all of us have 
sinn ed—but guided by the revelation of God in Christ Jesus, with humility, we must exercise the 
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discipline Jesus required of His followers in living holy lives and determining what is right and 
pleasing unto God. The eternal criterion of the holiness of God is found in the words and deeds 
of Jesus Christ. 

Concerning the issue of homosexuality, the collective experience of the redeemed and 
sanctified in the Lord must be preferred over die changing, conflicting subjective testimony of 
individuals. Clear, critical thinking regarding the consequences of urges left undisciplined 
must be chosen over appeals to sympathy and unconditional love. And the authority of 
Scripture coupled with the holy example of Christ must be given preeminence if we are to find 
ourselves in accordance with His Will. 
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“AWAITING THE REDEMPTION OF OUR BODIES” 

Drawing on scripture and tradition in the church debate on homosexuality, 
by Richard B. Hays, Professor, Duke University of Divinity School 

Speaking the Truth in Love 

Gary came to New Haven in the summer of 1989 to say a proper farewell. My best 
friend from undergraduate years at Yale was dying of AIDS. 

During the week he stayed with my family, we went to films together, we drank wine and 
laughed, we had long, sober talks about politics and literature and the gospel and sex and such. 
Above all, we listened to music. Some of it was nostalgic music: the record of our college 
singing group, which Gary had directed with passionate precision; music of the '60s, recalling 
the years when we marched together against the Vietnam War — Beatles, Byrds, Bob Dylan, Joni 
Mitchell. 

We prayed together often that week, and we talked theology. It became clear that Gary 
had come not only to say goodbye but also to think hard, before God, about the relation between 
his homosexuality and his Christian faith. He was angry at the self-affirming gay Christian 
groups, because he regarded his own situation as more complex and tragic than their stance could 
acknowledge. He also worried that the gay subculture encouraged homosexual believers to 
“draw their identity from their sexuality” and thus to shift the ground of their identity subtly and 
idolatrously away from God. 

For more than 20 years, God had grappled with his homosexuality, experiencing it as a 
compulsion and an affliction. Now, as he faced death, he wanted to talk it all through again from 
the beginning, because he knew my love for him and trusted me to speak without dissembling. 
For Gary, there was no time to dance around the hard questions. As Dylan had urged, Let us 
not talk falsely now; the hour is getting late.” 

In particular, Gary wanted to discuss the biblical passages that deal with homosexual 
acts. Among Gary’s many gifts was his skill as a reader of texts. After leaving Yale and helping 
to found a community-based Christian theater group in Toronto, he had eventually completed a 
master’s degree in French literature. 

He had read hopefully through the standard bibliography of the burgeoning movement 
advocating the acceptance of homosexuality in the church: John J. McNeill, The Church and the 
Homosexual, James B. Nelson, Embodiment-, Letha Scanzoni and Virginia Ramey Mollenkott, Is 
the Homosexual My Neighbor?', John Boswell, Christianity, Social Tolerance, and 
Homosexuality. In the end, he came away disappointed, believing that these authors, despite 
their good intentions, had imposed a wishful interpretation on the biblical passages. However 
much he wanted to believe that the Bible did not condemn homosexuality, he would not violate 
his own stubborn intellectual integrity by pretending to find their arguments persuasive. 

The more we talked, the more we found our perspectives interlocking. Both of us had 
serious misgivings about the mounting pressure for the church to recognize homosexuality as a 
legitimate Christian lifestyle. As a New Testament scholar, I was concerned about certain 
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questionable exegetical and theological strategies of the gay apologists. Gary, as a homosexual 
Christian, believed that their writings did justice neither to the biblical texts nor to the depressing 
reality of the gay subculture that he had moved in and out of for 20 years. 

We concluded that our witnesses were complementary, and that we had a word to speak 
to the churches. The public discussion of this matter been dominated by insistently ideological 
voices: on one side, gay rights activists demanding the church’s unqualified acceptance of 
homosexuality; on the other, unqualified homophobic condemnation of homosexual Christians. 
Gary and I agreed that we should try to encourage a more nuanced discourse within the 
community of faith. He was going to write an article about his own experience, and I agreed to 
write a response to it. 

Tragically, Gary soon became too sick to carry out his intention. His last letter to me was 
an effort to get some of his thoughts on paper while he was still able to write. By May of 1990 
he was dead. 

This article, then, is an act of keeping covenant with a beloved brother in Christ who will 
not speak a gain on this side of the resurrection. I commit it to print sorrowfully aware that it will 
outrage some. At the same time, I commit it to print praying that it will encourage others as 
Gary was encouraged, and that it will foster compassionate and carefully reasoned theological 
reflection within the community of faith. 

What Does the Bible Say? 

The Bible hardly ever discusses homosexual behavior. There are perhaps half a dozen 
brief references to it in all of scripture. In terms of emphasis, it is a minor concern, in contrast, 
for example, to economic injustice. What the Bible does say should be heeded carefully, but any 
ethic that intends to be biblical will seek to get the accents in the right place. 

Genesis 19:1-29. The notorious story of Sodom and Gomorrah - often cited in connection with 
homosexuality - is actually irrelevant to the topic. The “men of Sodom” come pounding on 
Lot’s door, apparently with the intention of gang-raping Lot’s two visitors - who, as we readers 
know, are actually angels. The gang-rape scenario exemplifies the wickedness of the city, but 
there is nothing in the passage pertinent to a judgment about the morality of consensual 
homosexual intercourse. In fact, the clearest statement about the sin of Sodom is to be found in 
an oracle of the prophet Ezekiel: ‘This was the guilt of your sister Sodom: She and her daughters 
had pride, excess of food, and prosperous ease, but did not aid the poor and needy” (Ezekiel 
16:49). 

Leviticus 18:22, 20:13. The Holiness Code in Leviticus explicitly prohibits male homosexual 
intercourse: “You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination” (Leviticus 
18:22). In Leviticus 20:10-16, the same act is listed as one of a series of sexual offenses - along 
with adultery, incest and bestiality - that are punishable by death. It is worth noting that the act 
of “lying with a male as with a woman” is categorically proscribed: motives for the act are not 
treated as a morally significant factor. 
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Quoting a law from Leviticus, of course, does not settle the question for Christian ethics. 
The Old Testament contains many prohibitions and commandments that have, ever since the first 
century, generally been disregarded or deemed obsolete by the church, most notably rules 
concerning circumcision ancl dietary practices. Some ethicists have argued that the prohibition 
of homosexuality is similarly superseded for Christians: It is merely part of the Old Testament’s 
ritual “purity rules” and therefore morally irrelevant today. 

The Old Testament, however, makes no systematic distinction between ritual law and 
moral law. The same section of the Holiness Code also contains, for instance, the prohibition of 
incest (Leviticus 18:6-18). Is that a purity law or a moral law? In each case, the church is faced 
with the task of discerning whether Israel’s traditional norms remain in force for the new 
co mmuni ty of Jesus’ followers. 

1 Corinthians 6:9; 1 Timothy 1:10. The early church did, in fact, consistently adopt the Old 
Testament’s teaching on matters of sexual morality and on homosexual acts in particular. In 1 
Corinthians 6:9 and 1 Timothy 1:10, we find homosexuals included in lists of person who do 
things unacceptable to God. 

In 1 Corinthians 6, Paul, exasperated with the Corinthians - some of whom apparently 
believed themselves to have entered a spiritually exalted state in which the moral rules of their 
old existence no longer apply to them (see 1 Corinthians 4:8,5:1-2,8:1-9) — confronts them with 
a blunt rhetorical question: “Do you no know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of 
God?” He then gives an illustrative list of the sorts of persons he means: “fornicators, idolaters, 
adulterers, malakoi, arsenkoitai , thieves, the greedy, drunkards, revilers, robbers.” 

I have left the terms pertinent to the present issue untranslated, because their translation 
has been disputed recently by Boswell and others. The work malakoi is not a technical term 
meaning “homosexuals” (no such term existed either in Greek or in Hebrew), but it appears often 
in Hellenistic Greek as pejorative slang to describe the “passive” partners - often young boys - 
in homosexual activity. 

The other work, arsenkoitai, is not found in any extant Greek text earlier than 1 
Corinthians. Some scholars have suggested that its meaning is uncertain, but Robin Scroggs 
(The New Testaments and Homosexuality) has shown that the word is a translation of the Hebrew 
mishkav zakur (“lying with a male”), derived directly from Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 and used 
in rabbinic texts to refer to homosexual intercourse. The Septuagint (Greek Old Testament) of 
Leviticus 20:13 reads, “Whoever lies with a man as with a woman [meta arsenos koiten 
gynaikos ], they have both done an abomination.” This is almost certainly the idiom from which 
the noun arsenokoitai was coined. Thus, Paul’s use of the term presupposes and reaffirms the 
Holiness Code’s condemnation of homosexual acts. 

In 1 Corinthians 16:11, Paul asserts that the sinful behaviors catalogued in the vice list 
were formerly practiced by some of the Corinthians. Now, however, since they have been 
transferred into the sphere of Christ’s lordship, they ought to have left these practices behind. 
The remainder of the chapter counsels the Corinthians to glorify God in their bodies, because 
they belong now to God no longer to themselves. 
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The 1 T im othy passage includes arsenokoitai in a list of “the lawless and disobedient,” 
whose behavior is specified in a vice list that includes everything from lying to murdering one’s 
parents, under the rubric of actions “contrary to sound teaching according to the glorious 
gospel.” Here again, the Old Testament prohibition is presupposed. 

Romans 1:18-32. The most crucial text for Christian ethics concerning homosexuality remains 
Romans 1, because this is the only passage in the New Testament that places the condemnation 
of homosexual behavior in an explicitly theological context. Therefore God gave them up in the 
lusts of their hearts to impurity, to the degrading of their bodies among themselves, because they 
exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the creature rather than the 
Creator...Their women exchanged natural intercourse for unnatural, and in the same way also 
the men, giving up natural intercourse with women, were consumed with passion for one 
another. Men committed shameless acts with men and received in their own persons the due 
penalty for their own error” (Romans 1:24-27). 

(This is, incidentally, the only passage in the Bible that refers to lesbian sexual relations.) 

The aim of Romans 1 is not to teach a code of sexual ethics; nor is the passage a warning 
of God’s judgment against those who are guilty of particular sins. Rather, Paul is offering a 
diagnosis of the disordered human condition: He adduces the fact of widespread homosexual 
behavior as evidence that human beings are indeed in rebellion against their creator. 

The fundamental human sin is the refusal to honor God and give God thanks (1:21); 
consequently, God’s wrath takes the form of letting human idolatry run its own self-destructive 
course. Homosexuality, then, is not a provocation of “the wrath of God” (Romans 1:18); rather, 
it is a consequence of God’s decision to “give up” rebellious creatures to follow their own futile 
thinking and desires. 

The unr ighteous behavior cataloged in Romans 1:26-31 is a list of symptoms: The 
underlying sickness of humanity as a whole, Jews and Greeks alike, is that they have turned 
away from God and fallen under the power of sin (see Romans 3:9). 

Paul singles out homosexual intercourse for special attention because he regards it as 
providing a particularly graphic image of the way in which human fallenness distorts God’s 
created order. God the creator made man and woman for each other, to cleave together, to be 
fruitful and multiply. When human beings engage in homosexual activity, they enact an outward 
and visible sign of an inward and spiritual reality: the rejection of the Creator’s design. They 
embody the spiritual condition of those who have “exchanged the truth about God for a lie.” 

Homosexual acts are not, however, specially reprehensible sins; they are no worse than 
any of the other manifestations of human unrighteousness listed in the passage (verses 29-31), no 
worse in principle than covetousness or gossip or disrespect for parents. 

Repeated again and again in recent debate is the claim that Paul condemns only 
homosexual acts committed promiscuously by heterosexual persons - because they “ exchanged 
natural intercourse for unnatural.” Paul’s negative judgment, so they argument goes, does not 
apply to person who are “naturally” of homosexual orientation. The “exchange,” however, is not 
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a matter of individual life-decisions; rather, it is Paul’s characterization of the fallen condition of 
the pagan world. In any case, neither Paul nor anyone else in antiquity had a concept of sexual 
orientation.” To introduce this concept into the passage (by suggesting that Paul disapproves 
only those who act contrary to their individual sexual orientations) is to lapse into an 
anachronism. 

The expression para physin (“contrary to nature”), used here by Paul, is the standard 
terminology in dozens of ancient texts for referring to homoerotic acts. (For details, see my 
article “Relations Natural and Unnatural: A Response to John Boswell’s Exegesis of Romans 1” 
in the Journal of Religious Ethics , Spring 1986.) The fact is that Paul treats all homosexual 
activity as prima-facie evidence of humanity's tragic confusion and alienation from God the 
Creator. 

One more thing must be said: Romans 1:18-32 performs a homiletical sting operation. 

The passage builds a crescendo of condemnation, declaring God’s wrath upon human 
unrighteousness, whipping the reader into a frenzy of indignation against others. But then, in 
Romans 2:1, the sting strikes: “Therefore you have no excuse, whoever you are, when you judge 
others; for in passing judgment on another you condemn yourself, because you, the judge, are 
doing the very same things.” 

We all stand without excuse under God’s judgment. Self-righteous judgment of 
homosexuality is just as sinful as the homosexual behavior itself. That does not mean that Paul 
is disingenuous in his rejection of homosexual acts and all the other sinful activities mentioned in 
Romans 1. But no one should presume to be above God’s judgment; all of us stand in radical 
need of God’s mercy. That warning must temper the tone of our debate about homosexuality. 

The Wider Biblical Framework 

Though only a few biblical texts speak of homoerotic activity, all of them express 
unqualified disapproval. In this respect, the issue of homosexuality differs significantly from 
matters such as slavery or the subordination of women, concerning which the Bible contains 
internal tensions and counterposed witnesses. No theological consideration of homosexuality 
can rest content, however, with a short list of passages that treat the matter explicitly. We must 
consider how scripture frames the discussion more broadly. 

1. God’s creative intention for human sexuality. From Genesis 1 onward, scripture affirms 
repeatedly that God has made man and woman for one another and that our sexual desires rightly 
find fulfillment within heterosexual marriage (see, for instance, Mark 10:2-9; 1 Thessalonians 
4:3-8; 1 Corinthians 7:1-9; Ephesians 5:21-33; Hebrews 13:4). 

2. The fallen human condition. The biblical analysis of the human predicament, most sharply 
expressed in Pauline theology, offers an account of human bondage to sin. As great¬ 
grandchildren of the Enlightenment, we like to think of ourselves as free moral agents, choosing 
rationally among possible actions, but scripture unmasks that cheerful illusion and teaches us that 
we are deeply infected by the tendency to self-deception. We are “slaves of sin (Romans 6.17), 
which distorts our perceptions, overpowers our will, and renders us incapable of obedience 
(Romans 7). Redemption (a word that means “being emancipated from slavery”) is God’s act of 
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liberation, setting us free from the power of sin and placing us within the sphere of God’s 
transforming power for righteousness (Romans 6:20-22, 8:1-11; see Romans 12.1-2). 

Thus, we must reject the apparently common sense assumption that only freely chosen 
acts are morally culpable. Quite the reverse: The very nature of sin is that it is not freely chosen. 
We are in bondage to sin but still accountable to God’s righteous judgment of our actions. In 
light of this theological anthropology, it cannot be maintained that homosexuality is morally 
neutral because it is involuntary. 

3. The eschatological character of Christian existence. The Christian community lives in a time 
of tension between “already” and “not yet.” Already we have the joy of the Holy Spirit; already 
we experience the transforming grace of God. But at the same time, we do not yet experience 
the fullness of redemption: We walk by faith, not by sight. 

The creation groans in pain and bondage, “and not only the creation, but we ourselves, 
who have the first fruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly while we wait for adoption, the redemption 
of our bodies” (Romans 8:23). This means, among other things, that Christians must continue to 
struggle to live faithfully in the present time. The “redemption of our bodies” remains a future 
hope. The transforming power of the Spirit is present in our midst; the testimonies of those who 
claim to have been healed and transformed into a heterosexual orientation should be taken 
seriously. If we do not continue to live with that hope, we may be hoping for too little from God. 

On the other hand, the “not yet” looms large; the testimonies of those like Gaiy who pray 
and struggle in Christian community and seek healing unsuccessfully for years must be taken 
with no less seriousness. Perhaps for many the best outcome that is attainable in this time 
between the times will be a life of disciplined abstinence. 

That seems to be the spiritual condition Gary reached near the end of his life. He wrote 
in his last letter: 

Since All Saints Day I have felt myself being transformed. I no longer consider myself 
homosexual. Many would say, big deal, you 're 42...and are dying of AIDS. Big 
sacrifice. No, I didn 't do this of my will, of an effort to improve myself, to make myself 
acceptable to God. No, he did this for me. I feel a great weight has been lifted off me. 

4. Demythologizing the idolatry of sex. The Bible undercuts our cultural obsession with sexual 
fulfillment. Despite the smooth illusions perpetrated by American mass culture, sexual 
gratification is not a sacred right, and celibacy is not a fate worse than death. Scripture, along 
with many subsequent generations of faithful Christians, bears witness that lives of freedom, joy, 
and service are possible without sexual relations. Indeed, however odd it may seem to 
contemporary sensibilities, some New Testament passages (Matthew 19:10-12; 1 Corinthians 7) 
clearly commend the celibate life as a way of faithfulness. 

Biblical Authority and Other Voices 

We must consider how the Bible’s teaching is to be weighted in relation to other sources 
of moral wisdom. I offer only some brief reflections as places to start the discussion. 
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1. The Christian tradition. Far more emphatically than scripture itself, the moral teaching 
tradition of the Christian church has for more than 1,900 years declared homosexual behavior to 
be contrary to the will of God. Only within the past 20 years has any serious question been 
raised about the church’s universal prohibition of such conduct. If anything, a passage like 
Romans 1 might serve to moderate the tradition’s harsh judgments. 

2. Reason and scientific evidence. Here the picture is cloudy. Some studies have claimed that 
as much as 10 percent of the population is inclined to same-sex erotic preference, and some 
theorists hold that homosexual orientation is innate (or formed by a very early age) and 
unchangeable. This is the opinion espoused by most advocates of full acceptance of 
homosexuality in the church: If homosexual orientation is a genetically determined trait, then any 
disapproval of it is a form of discrimination analogous to racism. 

Others, however, regard homosexual orientation as a form of developmental 
maladjustment or “symbolic confusion.” Some therapists claim significant clinical success rates 
in helping homosexual person develop a heterosexual orientation; others challenge such claims. 

A major cross-cultural study recently published by David F. Greenberg, professor of sociology at 
New York University (The Construction of Homosexuality), contends that homosexual identity is 
socially constructed rather than inborn. 

Even if it could be shown that same-sex preference is somehow genetically programmed, 
that would not necessarily make homosexual behavior morally appropriate. Surely Christian 
ethics does not want to hold that all inborn traits are good and desirable. 

The argument from statistical incidence of homosexual behavior is even less useful in 
ethical deliberation. Even if 10 percent of the people in the United States should declare 
themselves to be of homosexual orientation, that would not settle the normative issue; it is 
impossible to argue simply from an “is” to an “ought.” 

3. The experience of the community offaith. This is the place where the advocates of 
homosexuality in the church have their most serious case. Scroggs argues that the New 
Testament’s condemnation of homosexuality applies only to a certain “model” of exploitative 
pederasty that was common in Hellenistic culture; hence, it is not applicable to the modern 
world’s experience of mutual, loving homosexual relationships. I think that Scrogg’s position 
fails to reckon adequately with Romans 1, where the relations are not described as pederastic and 
where Paul’s disapproval has nothing to do with exploitation. 

But the fact remains that there are numerous homosexual Christians - like my friend 
Gary and some of my ablest students at Yale - whose lives show signs of the presence of God, 
whose work in ministry is genuine and effective. They are evidence that God gives the Spirit to 
broken people and ministers grace even through us sinners, without thereby endorsing our sin. 

In view of the considerable uncertainty surrounding the scientific and experiential 
evidence, in view of our culture’s present swirling confusion about gender roles, in view of our 
propensity for self-deception, I think it prudent and necessary to let the univocal testimony of 
scripture and the Christian tradition order the life of the church on this painfully controversial 
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matter. We must affirm that the New Testament tells us the truth about ourselves as sinners and 
as God’s sexual creature* Marriage between man and woman is the normative form for human 
sexual fulfillment, and homosexuality is one among many tragic signs that we are a broken 
people, alienated from God’s loving purpose. 

Living Under the Cross 

Having said that the church cannot condone homosexual behavior, we still find ourselves 
confronted by complex problems that demand rigorous and compassionate solutions. On the 
issue of civil rights, there is no reason at all for the church to single out homosexual persons for 
malicious discriminatory treatment: Insofar as Christians have done so in the past, we must 
repent and seek instead to live out the gospel of reconciliation. 

Those who uphold the biblical teaching against homosexuality must remember Paul’s 
warning in Romans 2:1-3: We are all “without excuse”; we all stand or fall under God’s 
judgment and mercy. If homosexual persons are not welcome in the church, I will have to walk 
out the door along with them, leaving in the sanctuary only those entitled to cast the first stone. 

We live, then, as a community that embraces sinners as Jesus did, without waiving God’s 
righteousness. We live confessing that God’s grace claims us out of confusion and alienation 
and sets about making us whole. We live knowing that wholeness remains a hope rather than an 
attainment in this life. The homosexual Christians in our midst may teach us something about 
our true condition as people living between the cross and the final redemption of our bodies. 

Gary wrote urgently of the imperatives of discipleship: “Are homosexuals to be excluded 
from the community of faith? Certainly not. But anyone who joins such a community should 
know that it is a place of transformation, of discipline, of learning, and not merely a place to be 
comforted or indulged.” 

In the midst of a culture that worships self-gratification, and a church that preaches a 
false Jesus who panders to our desires, those who seek the narrow way of obedience have a 
powerful word to speak. Just as Paul saw in pagan homosexuality a symbol of human fallenness, 
so I saw conversely in Gary, as I have seen in other homosexual friends and colleagues, a symbol 
of god’s power made perfect in weakness (2 Corinthians 12:9). 

Gary knew through experience the bitter power of sin in a twisted world, and he trusted 
in God’s love anyway. Thus he embodied the “sufferings of this present time” of which Paul 
speaks in Romans 8: living in the joyful freedom of the “first fruits of the Spirit,” even while 
groaning along with a creation in bondage to decay. 

RICHARD B HA YS is associate professor of New Testament at Yale Divinity School in New Haven, Connecticut, 
and is currently working on a book on New Testament ethics. In the fall of 1991 he will join the faculty of Duke 
Divinity School in Durham, North Carolina. 

This article originally appeared in the July 1991 Sojourners as one part of a form on the subject of gay and lesbian 
sexuality and the c hurches ’ response. Contributors to the forum were chosen because of their differing perspectives 
and life experiences and they represent a spectrum of voices in the debate on gay and lesbian sexuality throughout 
the churches. The purpose of the form was to encourage respectful, informed and humble dialogue on all sides. 
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“Resolution Raises Concerns About Conversion Therapy” 

APA’s council passes a resolution on therapeutic responses to sexual orientation. 

by Scott Sleek, Monitor staff 

In response to a controversial psychotherapy that aims to help patients change their 
sexual orientation, APA in August reiterated its longstanding official position that homosexuality 
and bisexuality are not mental disorders. 

APA’s Council of Representatives, at APA’s Annual Convention in Chicago, passed a 
resolution on appropriate therapeutic responses to sexual orientation. 

An overwhelming majority of council members, in a show of hands, voted in favor of the 
resolution. 

The action does not explicitly condemn or discourage reparative or conversion therapy - 
a treatment designed to change sexual orientation - but opposes the portrayal of gays, lesbians 
and bisexuals as mentally ill and needing treatment for their sexual orientation. 

The council resolution highlights basic APA ethical principles and standards regarding 
appropriate therapeutic responses to sexual orientation. It affirms that psychologists: 

• Do not engage in unfair discrimination. 

• Respect values, attitudes and opinions that differ from their own. 

• Make appropriate referrals if they feel their personal biases interfere with their ability to 
appropriately treat a client. 

• Are truthful with clients about the scientific and clinical bases for the treatment they 
provide. 

• Obtain informed consent from clients for any treatment, and seek assent from minors 
and other clients who are legally unable to provide consent. 

Council's action caps nearly two years of escalating contention over conversion therapy, 
championed by APA member Joseph Nicolosi, PhD, an Encino, Calif., clinical psychologist. 
Nicolosi is executive director of the National Association of Research and Therapy of 
Homosexuality (NARTH). The organization, made up of 500 mental health professionals, 
educators and public health officials, claims that people who have “unwanted” homosexual 
feelings can be treated to overcome those same-sex attractions. NARTH claims mental health 
professionals are wrong to tell clients, especially young people who are still easily influenced, 
that they are stuck with unwanted homosexuality. 

Critics of the technique say it revives the idea that homosexuality is a pathology that can 
be cured - a notion that the mental health professions officially abandoned in1973 when the 
American Psychiatric Association dropped homosexuality from the Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders. 

The therapeutic approach also ignores the fact that many people want to discard their 
homosexuality mainly because of societal pressures, the critics say. 
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Researchers have yet to show conclusively that conversion therapy is indeed harmful, 
noted Linda Garnets, PhD, chair of APA’s Board for the Advancement of Psychology in the 
Public Interest and of the three-member panel that authored the resolution. But extensive clinical 
observations indicate that such therapy feeds upon society’s prejudice toward gays, and may 
exacerbate a client’s problems with poor self-esteem, shame and guilt, she said. 

“Our concern,” said Douglas Haldeman, PhD, another member of the panel, “is that a 
person.. .who enters into therapy to deal with issues of sexual orientation should be able to 
expect that such therapy would take place in a professionally neutral environment, absent of any 
societal bias. Additionally, therapists should be providing clients with accurate information 
about same-sex sexual orientation.” 

Haldeman also is president of APA’s Div. 44 (Society for the Psychological Study of 
Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Issues). 

The conversion therapy debate dates back many years, but reached a peak in 1995 when 
APA Council members called for the association to officially discourage the treatment as 
unethical. But some psychologists had argued such an action would constitute restraint of trade 
and would unduly interfere with the relationship between client and therapist. 

And scientist members said the association should offer no official opinion on the therapy 
until well-designed studies were conducted to test its legitimacy. 

The committee assigned to devise the resolution spent the last two years listening to 
various sides of the debate. The action council passed addresses all those concerns, which was 
why it was approved so overwhelmingly. Garnets said. 

Council’s resolution sparked an organization called Transformation Ex-Gay Ministries 
(TEM) to stage an Aug. 28 demonstration in front of APA’s Washington, D.C., headquarters. 
TEM, whose members claimed to have recovered their true heterosexuality through Christian 
counseling, claims APA’s proclamation attempts to deny the constitutional rights of people who 
want to change their homosexual feelings for moral reasons. 

Reprinted from The Monitor. October 1997, pg. IS (Newspaper of the American Psychological Association). 
Copyright 1997 by the American Psychological Association. Reprinted with permission. 
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NARTH’s Response To: 

The American Psychological Association’s 
’’Resolution On Appropriate Therapeutic Responses To 
Sexual Orientation” (August 14,1997) 

and 

A.P.A. Public Affairs Office: 

’’Resolution: Questions And Answers” (August 14,1997) 

In August of 1997, the American Psychological Association passed a resolution which places some 
restrictions on the work of sexual-reorientation therapists. The A.P.A.'s intent (since the A.P.A. 
does not consider homosexuality a disorder) was to discourage such therapy. They did not take a 
stronger position against sexual-reorientation therapy because—as the A.P.A. stated —there is no 
body of evidence which could justify the conclusion that sexual-reorientation therapy is harmful 
(NARTH's own research, as well as earlier studies, have found such therapy beneficial). 

NARTH's official response to the A.P.A. is as follows. 

NARTH strongly protests this resolution on sexual-reorientation therapy. First, it was passed 
without due process-without notification to interested organizations, such as NARTH—who should 
have been invited to present opposing facts at an open hearing. Second, the resolution constitutes a 
distortion of the scientific literature. Third, it threatens the right of dissatisfied homosexuals to 
choose their own direction of treatment. Fourth, it is an infringement on the right of a psychologist 
to express certain of his scientifically informed opinions. 

NARTH maintains that it is ethically acceptable for a psychologist to- 

• hold the scientifically informed, professional opinion that homosexuality is: 

• a developmental disorder 

• a treatable condition 

• associated with a higher-than-average level of both medical risks and psychopathology 

• reveal to the client his scientifically informed, professional opinion. 

• enter a client-therapist relationship focused on the diminishing of unwanted homosexual 
symptoms and the enhancement of heterosexual responsiveness, when the client so chooses. 

Like the APA, NARTH opposes homophobia (irrational fear and hatred of homosexuals). We, too, 
oppose social stigmatization and obstruction of the civil rights of homosexuals. We wish to make 
this point of agreement clear. However, there is yet another group whose civil rights are at stake in 
this issue" the many dissatisfied homosexuals whose freedom to choose the direction of their 
treatment is now being threatened. The A.P.A. Office of Gay and Lesbian Affairs completely 
ignores (and even denigrates) the beliefs and concerns of this client population. 
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NARTH agrees that the client should not be coerced into treatment by family, society, or religion. 

As therapists, we fully recognize that no therapy will be successful that relies on coercion. 

However, the A.P. A. must recognize that a client’s values and opinions are inevitably formed 
through his interaction with family members, rabbi or pastor, teachers, and other community 
members; and the influence of respected individuals in the client's life must not be seen as “coercion" 
simply because A.P.A. does not like those values. 

NARTH has seen that the main reason clients seek change from homosexuality is not, as the A.P.A. 
states, anti-gay social pressure-but dissatisfaction with a gay lifestyle. Such a lifestyle includes, 
among gay men: 

• a resurgence of the AIDS epidemic, despite warnings about safe sex; 

• vastly higher incidences of all forms of venereal diseases and hepatitis; 

• vastly higher rates of promiscuity, sex with strangers, and S & M practices; 

• the lack of a stable family structure; 

• various psychological symptoms and intrapsychic disturbances. 

The A.P.A. insists that the therapist be "neutral." But if neutrality means that the therapist must not 
hold scientifically-formed opinions on a controversial issue, then he will not be able to treat any 
controversial problem about which he has an opinion. The gay-affirmative therapist—who teUs the 
client that he should not want to change-is himself certainly not "neutral and unbiased" in his 
perspective of homosexuality. 

A.P.A. has stated its concern about accuracy of scientific information. Yet most gay-affirmative 
therapists convey the scientifically indefensible message that homosexuality is "inborn" in spite of 
the general concensus in the serious scientific community that homosexuality originates (like most 
psychological conditions) from a complex interaction of social, psychological and biological 
influences. NARTH would like to see the A.P.A.-which is rightfully concerned about scientific 
accuracy-take a responsible role to correct the very widely disseminated, popular misconception 
that homosexuality is genetic. 

Another important issue should be mentioned here. What about the many sexually confused 
teenagers, who are typically encouraged by counselors to try out a gay lifestyle, but rarely told 
that-first, they may in fact NOT be homosexual; and second, that modification of their 
homosexuality MAY be possible? The common practice of broadly "affirming" all sexually 
questioning youth as "gay" is patently unethical. 

Should a gay-affirmative psychologist be held legally responsible if the teen then contracts AIDS 
after he has been encouraged to explore a gay lifestyle-zt an age when he is too young to make a 
decision about his sexual identity? 

A.P.A. claims that therapy will exacerbate the client’s poor self-esteem, shame, and guilt. NARTHs 
own recent survey of over 850 individuals who report change strongly suggests the opposite : we 
found an increase in self-understanding and self-esteem, and improved ability to relate to others. 
Recently Houston Macintosh, M.D. reported a survey of 1275 patients in the prestigious Journal of 
the American Psychoanalytic Association (JAP A1994,42,4), which found 85% of homosexual 
patients experienced a significant increase in overall well-being, with 23% making the transition to 
heterosexuality. Other highly regarded, older research (such as the Bieber study and others) has 
similarly shown that about one-quarter to one-third of clients have changed orientation. 

The resolution says that "in their work-related activities, psychologists [must] respect the rights of 
others to hold values, attitudes and opinions that differ from their own." We agree. This is, in fact, 
exactly the point of the issue disputed. The A.P.A. is, in essence, telling the client, "You do not 
know your own mind. Your desire, your values and your choices are not really your own—WE 



know what you really want for yourself." This is a clear violation of the client's freedom of 
self-determination. 


CONCLUSIONS 

1. We urge the A.P.A. to investigate the cause and nature of homosexuality. Such studies should 
not -as is most often the case-be funded almost solely by gay backers and conducted by gay-activist 
researchers. More research is necessary, in an open atmosphere. 

The A.P.A. Monitor *s "When Research is Swept Under the Rug" (August 97) makes reference to 
the sort of problem NARTH encounters. We have tried announce our annual conventions in the 
Monitor ; and to obtain A.P. A. member mailing lists to conduct our research, and been denied the 
privileges that are enjoyed by gay-affirmative organizations. 

We urge the APA to enter into communication with NARTH to establish a well-designed, scientific 
study to measure pathology associated with a gay lifestyle, and the effects of psychoanalytically 
informed, reparative therapy on a client's self-esteem, self-understanding, unwanted sexual behavior, 
and same-sex fantasy. 

2. We agree with the APA on the importance of "informed consent" -- i.e., that the client be 
informed about treatment techniques, expected outcomes, and alternatives to the treatments; and we 
agree that all such statement should be "true and non-deceptive." However, if A.P.A.'s current 
general guidelines are insufficient to protect the client from unscrupulous practitioners, then these 
standards should be revised across the board—not used selectively to restrict the practices of 
sexual-reorientation therapists. 

3. AP.A. has stated what NARTH knows: there is no body of evidence to justify the conclusion 
that reparative therapy is harmful. 

As we have said, our own recent study of over 850 individuals inchoates that most people have 
experienced an increase in self-esteem and self-understanding, and greatly improved their ability 
to establish satisfying and healthy relationships. 

Therefore, rather than working against us, we call on the A.P.A. to work with NARTH —toward a 
fuller understanding of the homosexual condition, and in a mutual effort to refine and improve the 
effectiveness of sexual-reorientation therapy. 
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Homosexuality and Health 


"And now imagine another friend or colleague who had a condition associated with a similar 
list of problems: 

- A significantly decreased likelihood of establishing or preserving a successful marriage 

- A twenty-five to thirty -year decease in life expectancy 

- Chronic, potentially fatal, liver disease - infectious hepatitis, which increases the risk of 
liver cancer 

- Inevitably fatal immune disease including associated cancers 

- Frequently fatal rectal cancer 

- Multiple bowel and other infectious diseases 

- A much higher than usual incidence of suicide 

- A very low likelihood that its adverse effects can be eliminated unless the condition itself 
is 

- And at least 50 percent likelihood of being eliminated through lengthy, often costly, and 
very time consuming treatment in an otherwise unselected group of sufferers (although a 
very high success rate, in some instances nearing 100 percent, for groups of highly 
motivated, carefully selected individuals) 

.... This condition is homosexuality." 

- Jeffrey Satinover, M.D. in Homosexuality and the Politics ofTruth. Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Books, 1996, p. 51. 

"Thus the likelihood of a randomly selected heterosexual man or woman being infected with 
AIDS is roughly 7 in 10,000 (0.07 percent). 

"But shockingly and frighteningly, yet consistent with the concentration of AIDS cases 
among high-risk populations, epidemiologists estimate that 30 percent of all twenty-year-old 
homosexual males will be HIV-positive or dead of AIDS by the time they are thirty. This means 
that the incidence of AIDS among twenty- to thirty-year-old homosexual men is roughly 430 times 
greater than among the heterosexual population at large." (Note: 430 times = 42,900% greater 
risk.) 


- Jeffrey Satinover, M.D. in Homosexuality and the Politics of Truth . Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Books, 1996, p. 57. 

'"Because of their larger numbers of sexual partners and sexual practices such as anilingus 
and anal intercourse, homosexual men are at particularly high risk of acquiring hepatitis B, 
giardiasis, amebiasis, shigellosis, campylobacteriosis, and anorectal infections with Neisseria 
gonorrhoae. Chlamydia trachomatis, Treponema pallidum, herpes simplex virus, and human 
papilloma viruses.'" 


36 



- F. N. Judson, "Sexually Transmitted Viral Hepatitis and Enteric Pathogens," 
Urology Clinics of North America 11, n. 1 (February, 1984), pp. 177-85. Quoted 
in Jeffrey Satinover’s Homosexuality and the Politics of Truth , p. 68. 

"Another article in the Armais of Internal Medicine listed over fifteen severe injuries, 
diseases or syndromes, including rectal tearing and hepatitis A and B, that commonly occur in gay 
males as a direct result of oral and anal sex. The article also said that the Centers for Disease 
Control reported that almost half of male patients with syphilis claimed homosexual or bisexual 
contacts, despite the fact that gays are only a small percentage of the population. Compiled 
statistics by leading medical researchers show that: 

. Ho mose xuals account for 80 percent of America's most serious sexually transmitted 
diseases. 

- Youths en gaging in homosexual behavior are 23 times more likely to contract a sexually 
transmitted disease than strictly heterosexual youths. 

- Lesbians are 19 times more likely than heterosexual women to have had syphilis, twice as 
likely to suffer from genital warts, four times and likely to have scabies. 

- Male homosexuals are 14 times more likely to have syphilis than male heterosexuals. 

They are also thousands of times more likely to have AIDS.” 

- William F. Owen, Jr., "Sexually Transmitted Diseases and Traumatic Problems in 
Homosexual Men," Armais of Internal Medicine , vol. 92 (1980), p. 805, and Jaffe 
and Keewah, et al, Annals of Internal Medicine , vol. 92 (1980), cited in Col. 
Ronald Ray, Military Necessity and Homosexuality . Louisville,KY: First 
Principles, 1993, p. 42, as cited in Maddoux, Marlin, and Christopher Corbett. 
Answers to the Gay Deception . Dallas,TX: International Christian Media, 1994, 
p. 56. 

Please note, since homosexuals can probably be estimated to be about 2% of the sexually 
active adult population, or 1% of the total population, then to experience 80% of sexually 
transmitted disease is to have a rate of such disease approximately 200 times greater, which equals 
20,000% more. (For these estimates of the percentage of the homosexual population, see the 
National Opinion Research Center data noted in The Universal Almanac 1993 , p. 301, or see also 
Michael, Robert T.. et al. Sex in America: A Definitive Survey . New York, NY: Little Brown and 
Co., 1994, pp. 174-176.) 

"The effect of AIDS on the gay community is well known. Not so well known, however, is 
the short lifespan for those not suffering from AIDS. In 1991 and 1992 the Family Research 
Institute surveyed 5,371 obituaries from sixteen American homosexual newspapers. It was found 
that across the United States, the median age of death for a homosexual male not having AIDS was 
only 42 years, with a mere 9 percent living to old age. Of 106 lesbians surveyed, the median 
lifespan was only 45 years, with 26 percent living to old age. When compared to a large sample of 
obituaries from regular newspapers, these lifespans were extremely brief." 
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- Medical Consequences of What Homosexuals Do . Family Research Institute, pp. 
4-5, as cited in Marlin Maddoux and Christopher Corbett's Answers to the Gay 
Deception . Dallas, TX: International Christian Media, 1994, pp. 56-57. 

The evidence is that the physically harmful consequences of homosexual behavior are 
vastly greater, vastly greater, than the behavior of heavy smoking or alcoholism. 

There is also sociological evidence that homosexual behavior is not an expression of health 
but of ill health. 

"In 1984, McWhirter and Matison published The Male Couple , an in-depth study designed 
to evaluate the quality and stability of long-term homosexual couplings. Their study was 
undertaken to disprove the reputation that gay male relationships do not last. The authors 
themselves are a homosexual couple.... After much searching they were able to locate 156 male 
couples in relationships that had lasted from 1 to 37 years. Two-thirds of the respondents had 
entered the relationship with either the implicit or explicit expectation of sexual fidelity. The results 
show that of those 156 couples, only seven had been able to maintain sexual fidelity. Furthermore, 
of those seven couples, none had been together more than five years. In other words, the 
researchers were unable to find a single male couple than was able to maintain sexual fidelity for 
more than five years. They reported: 'The expectation for outside sexual activity was the rule for 
male couples and the exception for heterosexuals.'" 

- Joseph Nicolosi, Ph.D., in Reparative Therapy of Male Homosexuality: A New 
Clinical Approach . Northvale, NJ: Jason Aronson, 1991, p. 111. 

"In 1978, the Kinsey Institute published a study by Bell and Weinberg, described as the 
most amb itious study of homosexuality ever attempted. It showed 28 percent of homosexual males 
having had sexual encounters with one thousand or more partners. Furthermore, 79 percent said 
more than half of their sex partners were strangers. In that survey, only 1% of sexually active men 
had had fewer than five lifetime partners. The authors concede: 'Little credence can be given to the 
supposition that homosexual men’s "promiscuity" has been over estimated' (p. 82). 'Almost half of 
the white homosexual males... said that they had had at least 500 different sexual partners during 
the course of their homosexual careers.’(p. 85)." 

- Joseph Nicolosi, Ph.D., in Reparative Therapy of Male Homosexuality . Northvale, 
NJ: Jason Aronson, 1991, p. 124. 
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Testimonies from Ex-Gays and Their Families 

Had he been told 
when he was young, 

“God changes people, son.” 

That is the hope of all of us— 

You’re not the only one. 

Many now have found that true. 

The people at Exodus say: 

You had childhood needs unmet; 

You were not bom this way. 

It’s true, God loves you 
where you are, 

But He will not leave you there. 

When he and others meet 
these needs 

You’ll leam people really care. 

**** 

Alas, these were the words 
he heard, 

“You know that you were bom gay 
So enter into the life-style, 

Come out and be happy today.” 

And so he tried it briefly 
For it seemed the easy way. 

But it did not make him happy, 

And, oh, what he had to pay. 

My son, I am so sorry 
That you were led astray; 

True love does not consist of 
Saying everything is o-kay. 

**** 

God’s word has been hue 
through the ages. 

It was written to make us see 
The ways we can change 
and then become 
The person He wants us to be. 



God wants the best for all people 
So to all let us proclaim that 
His Word will help us in our search, 
His Word that is ever the same. 

Let us say to all people 
That God knocks at your door. 

Open it up and let Him in 
Feel His love forevermore. 

Written by Carol Gulley after her son died, December 1992. 


Help for the Hurting 

by Carol Gulley 

We recently lost our son to AIDS, which was exceedingly painful, and our family 
was deeply affected. We had really grieved for twelve years when he first told us he felt he 
was a homosexual at age twenty-two. It would be easier to accept it as an alternate way of 
life, but if you believe God’s word you cannot do that 

However, God’s word is one of the very things that helped us get through it. God’s many 
promises such as Romans 8:28 and I Peter 5:7 were such comfort. To realize that God loved our 
son more than we ever could, enabled us to release him to God’s care. Prayer was equally 
important—our prayers and those of others. We are convinced that God uses people to show His 

love. 

Our son was in the life-style only a short time as it did not make him happy. After he 
was diagnosed as having AIDS in 1988 his girl friend married him knowing he had this terrible 
disease. So she is one of our blessings, and we learned to recognize many others as we did fun 
things with them such as going camping, on trips, to musical events and family gatherings these 
past four years. We also learned to keep our daily schedule as normal as possible, to eat right, to 
exercise—obvious things, but when we neglected them, we felt worse. 

Luckily, in our city I found an ex-gay ministry with a support group for family and 
friends, and what a relief— to find you weren’t the only one who had this problem and to discuss 
it openly. And, oh, what we learned: to realize all the sins we have in our own lives, to see how 
people struggle to get out of the life-style, reasons they are there, what helps them, what hurts 
them, what churches need to do. 

This ministry is a member of Exodus, International, which is a coalition of many 
Christian organizations dedicated to liberating people from homosexuality. They have a 
wonderful conference in a different city each year, and it is truly inspiring to hear speakers and 
leaders who have come out of the life-style. To people who live in an area with no support 
groups. Exodus is a great source of information. Many of their members send out wonderful 
newsletters for a nominal fee, and a list can be obtained from Exodus, International, P.O. Box 
2121, San Rafael, CA 94912. Regeneration, one member group, has books on homosexuality 
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available for sale, and for a catalogue write to Regeneration Books, P.O. Box 9830, Baltimore, 
MD 21284. 

One last thing has helped me. I write. I write to Ann Landers, our state governor, 
newspaper editors, friends, anyone—to let it be known that change is possible. Bxodus leaders 
believe that many people have unmet childhood needs, whether real or perceived, which lead to 
problems later in life, and one symptom can be homosexuality. When these needs are 
recognized and dealt with, healing occurs; so homosexuals, as all of us, need the assurance of 
God’s love, and the hope that God’s help will enable us to change and become the people God 
meant us to be. I write because we loved our son very much, and oh, how we wish someone had 
offered him the hope of change during his formative years. 

The author is a member of Montclair United Methodist Church in Denver, Colorado. She is a volunteer at Where 
Grace Abounds, the Exodus ministry in Denver. 


Woman By God’s Design 
by Donna Rene Hopkins 

I never believed the Lord would actually choose me to be a part of God’s family, much 
less to serve in ministry. Yet, here I am, beginning my fourth year as a Program director with 
New Creation Ministries. My journey over the last eight years has been a challenge to say the 
very least, but a challenge, nonetheless worth its weight in gold. 

The Early Years 

My earliest claim to fame was having the fastest adoption on record in the state of 
Nevada. One month after I was bom, my folks became parents for the very first time. I don’t 
remember being consciously aware of feeling rejected or abandoned by my birth parents, but I do 
know from a very early age I was constantly looking for approval and acceptance from those 
closest in my life. 

In response to that I began practicing the creative arts of perfectionism and people¬ 
pleasing. I soon became very adept at interpreting what I needed to do to be “a good little girl,” 
while sometimes experiencing the harsh realities of not living up to those expectations. I had an 
intense desire to please both of my parents yet, I often found it easier to please Dad than Mom. I 
remember feeling as though I was a disappointment to her because I wasn’t the cute and frilly 
little girl she had asked for. 

So, I assumed there must be something inherently wrong with me and determined from 
then on to be more like Dad in every way possible. Even to the point of losing interest in trying 
to be like a girl. Many nights were spent drifting off to sleep while asking God to make me a 
boy instead of a girl, only to wake in the morning disappointed because my request was never 

answered. 

My early school years were a mixed blessing. I excelled in academics and athletics with 
little problem yet struggled to fit in with my classmates. I was either too rough and tough to play 
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with the girls or barely tolerated when playing with the boys because I was a “girl.” I just 
wanted to belong somewhere, to be accepted for who I was, to feel special. 

So when I was introduced to pornography and erotica I was hesitant at first, but soon 
learned a new way of pleasing someone while at the same time made to feel special. On the 
inside I knew it was wrong, but I didn’t know how to make it stop. I was too afraid to ask for 
help. 


To make matters worse, I also felt that somehow it was my own fault, and if I had only 
been either a better girl or if I was a boy, then none of this would have ever happened. During 
the next few years my sexual activity increased dramatically until my parents decided to move 
out of state. I was hoping this would be my golden opportunity to start all over again with a 
clean slate. My good intentions however, were short lived as I once again found myself involved 
in “extra-curricular” activities. 

In the meantime my parents had become Christians and we began attending church on a 
regular basis. Outwardly I personified a joyful new convert, but inwardly my heart had become 
hardened toward God. That continued until years later, when a series of events increased my 
anger and bitterness toward God: a near fatal car accident, my closest grandfather passing away, 
being diagnosed with epilepsy, and being sexually assaulted my freshman year in college. In 
addition, my already long held notions of being inherently “bad” also increased to the point that 
even if I was open to giving my life to the Lord, I figured God probably wouldn’t want me 
anyway because of all I had been involved in. 

Lonely, hurt and searching for someone special to try and fill the empty void in my life, I 
befriended a female coworker who was also looking for a close companion. Our many common 
interests and shared history of abuse ignited an immediate friendship which quickly became 
sexual in nature. 

Even though I had had several other homosexual experiences, this was the first time I 
dared to admit my homosexual attractions and accept that I was lesbian. And, of course, that 
seemed to provide temporary answers to incessant questions about my “true” gender identity and 
why I was attracted to women instead of men. 

It was the beginning of a three year roller coaster relationship which included, among 
other things: lots of alcohol problems, an ever growing pornography addiction, seeing other 
people on the side, a complete disinterest in maintaining my other friendships, and a deceptive 
little voice trying to convince me all the while that I was happy, embracing my true identity. 

In reality, I had become miserable, terribly unsettled and I wondered if I could ever get 
out of this mess I had gotten into. I was desperate for help, and yet didn’t know where to go. It 
wasn’t until after a suicide attempt that I was given my first glimmer of hope. 

Transformation 

I had asked Christ into my heart, but was struggling to learn what it meant to be 
reconciled to a God whom I had spent a lifetime running from and being angry at. And, of 
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course, it didn’t all end there. I still continued to run and be angry, yet I learned if I was willing 
to tell Him how I was feeling, God could take it and I felt better afterwards. 

There were lots of things that first year in the ministry that I took with an extra dose of 
grace. I was in so much denial about my homosexuality and abuse issues along with needing to 
embrace my true feminine identity that the thought of staying with the ministry for more than 
one year was at first ludicrous to me. 

But God was very gentle and patient with me and as God began revealing things to me 
there was a willingness to work through it no matter how long it took. I would often joke about 
being enrolled in the new NCM “lifetime” plan because I figured at the rate I was going it would 
take about that long for me to be able to leave the ministry. 

After my second year God was working major changes in my life. I broke off all contact 
with my last lover, was making new healthy friends, was growing in my relationship with Jesus, 
was beginning to grieve over painful childhood memories, and was generally a much warmer, 
loving individual to be around. 

During this same time God divinely placed me in a small congregation where I was loved 
and accepted unconditionally. I also became involved with a Christian college group which 
allowed me to experience healthy relationships with other Christian single people my own age. 
Before I realized it, three years had come and gone, and I was ready to exit the group. 

Not that I had become 100% heterosexual, with no homosexual feelings or temptations, 
but that I had grown to a point of understanding the root issues of my homosexuality and was 
now able to consistently have my core needs met by God and others in healthy ways. For the 
first time I was really living life, not just existing. Everything was not perfect, I was still dealing 
with ongoing issues but I was able to handle them better, making wise choices and asking for 
help when I needed to. To this very day, I am still in awe of how God takes the despicable 
thin gs in our lives and turns it around and makes something good out of it all. 

The Healing Continues 

I once thought that to be in leadership you had to be perfect, or at least real close to it. 

My greatest challenge now is being able to look honestly at the pain and hurt of past abuse, along 
with the subsequent shame that I have harbored all these years and to allow God to heal those 
areas of my life. Even as I am now coming alongside others in this process, God still continues 
to work in me a deeper reality that God created me a woman and declared that it was good. I 
can’t think of anything more poignant than my given name to illustrate this point: My name, 
Donna Rene, literally translated means, “Lady, Bom Again.” 

I cried when the truth of Psalm 139:13-16 came to be a reality for me. Before I was ever 
bom God had a divine plan and calling for my life. And as I continue to be stretched and 
challenged, both in ministry and personally, I am confident more so than ever before that I truly 
am a woman by God’s design. 


Donna Rene Hopkins is a United Methodist from Fresno, CA, and a Board member of Transforming Congregations. 
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Healed by God’s Love 
by Ron Dennis 


I grew up in Camden, New Jersey, a small industrial community across the river from 
Philadelphia. My early childhood was a time of insecurity and self-consciousness about being 
Jewish. I was different, and was frequently made fun of by the guys at school. Sports and the 
kind of activities most guys liked didn’t interest me, but I loved music and art. 

My physical desires always were towards other guys. I can remember back to third 
grade, being drawn to certain older guys at school. 

My first sexual involvement was in my early teens. I would go to the local park, hoping 
for someone to approach me for sexual activity. I hoped it would be someone I liked. During 
my last two years of high school I recognized and accepted the fact that I was different in more 
ways than one. 

During my high school years the family moved to Los Angeles for about six months. 

One night, while walking home I was arrested for being out after curfew. I had stopped by a gay 
party and talked with a few friends. The police phoned my mother and told her I’d been to a gay 
party. I was tired of living a double life, decided to be honest, and I told her about my 
homosexuality. She wanted to have my friends arrested for leading me astray. Even though I 
hated the pain my family was going through, it was a relief that the truth was out. 

The family moved back to the east coast for awhile. I returned to Los Angeles several 
years later to stay, got my own apartment, established a few friendships and started getting 
involved in the gay bar scene. 

I met a young man, and we ended up living together for about seven years. He was a 
heavy drinker, but I tried to make friends outside of the bar crowd, but it didn’t fit with our life¬ 
style. We bought a house and an apartment. It was like building a material kingdom that would 
lock us together. We eventually broke off our relationship and sold the property. It was a 
difficult time for both of us. 

I moved to Las Vegas, and in 1971, a tragedy happened which later helped turn my life in 
a completely different direction. I invited a young man home for the week-end. On Sunday 
night, after I was asleep, he severely beat me. He used a claw-hammer, hitting me over the head 
and face a number of times. I was near death for several days, and woke up two weeks later in a 
local hospital. One side of my face was shattered, and my skull had been split open like an 
eggshell. The doctors said, “He’s got about a 10% chance, and if he lives he’ll probably be blind 
and a vegetable.” 

Somewhere in the course of my recovery, I remember hearing the words, “God is going 
to heal you completely.” I do not know where they came from. Perhaps a Christian visitor, 
chaplain or that still small voice of God’s Spirit. Little did I understand the fullness of those 
words. 


44 



After the doctors determined I would live, they did surgery on my eye and face. My 
optic nerve had been damaged. Amazingly I did not need glasses; although, I had needed 
reading glasses before. That started me thinking about what had happened. Wow! Maybe God 
has healed me completely. 

I began a relationship with Jim, who was studying for the ministry in the Metropolitan 
Community Church (MCC), the gay church in Los Angeles. They had a meeting every Friday 
night for Jewish people. I drove down after work each week, attended the meeting and stayed 
the week-end. I began to hear about Christ. Being Jewish, I had not heard the Gospel. It was 
my emotional attachment to Jim that motivated me to attend church. God says His Word “...shall 
not return to Me void, but it shall accomplish that which I please.” (Isaiah 55:11) And it sure 

did! 


During that year, I attended many social activities with Jim. It was the first time I 
publicly admitted I was gay. 

I still resisted Jesus because I was a Jew. I started reading the Bible and noticed the 
correlation between Jesus’ life and the Old Testament prophecies of the coming Messiah. I 
became convinced that Jesus was who He said He was. I really believed it! 

I went to Los Angeles to tell Jim, and when I arrived I found Jim with another man, and it 
hurt me deeply. I realized that when I wasn’t there, Jim was involved with someone else. Even 
though it was an awkward situation, I remember sharing with him that I believed Jesus was real. 

Sunday morning I went to the MCC church. At the end of the sermon, there was an altar 
call and I went forward and received Jesus into my heart and life. 

Until this time, I felt no guilt about my homosexuality. I’d lived with it all my life and 
had learned to accept it. But I started reading the Word of God and discovered Romans, Chapter 
1 and First Corinthians, Chapter 6. The Bible said my life-style was not pleasing to God. I went 
back to the gay church in Los Angeles and questioned the pastor. His responses didn t line up 
with what I was reading and I started realizing how wrong it was. I couldn’t talk about it with 
anyone then. I began thinking of myself as a non-practicing homosexual, and yet I was still not 

at peace. 

Finally, one night I prayed. “Lord, I commit the whole thing to you. I’m gay and Your 
Word says it’s wrong. I can’t change, so I put it in your hands.” Things within me started 
changing from that point on. The Lord was working in my life. I can’t explain how He did it—I 
just know He did. My fantasies started to vanish, and I could hug a Christian brother without 
feeling awkward and embarrassed. I thought God was doing a unique thing with me—I had 
never heard of anyone coming out of homosexuality. 

The following year, I heard about a meeting in Anaheim, California, concerned with 
ministry to gays. In June 1976, at that meeting, 55 of us formed a coalition called Exodus 
International. 
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I really praise God for what He’s done in my life. God not only healed me physically, 
but God has healed me emotionally and spiritually—truly a complete healing. I spent years 
looking for a solid and secure relationship, but I was looking in the wrong places. I have found 
that security in Jesus Christ. He has satisfied every need in my life—and that’s something no 
one else could ever do. 

The author still lives in the Las Vegas area, serving as Coordinator of Transforming Congregations. Married for 
many years, he lost his wife to cancer several years ago. He is a lay member of the Desert Southwest Annual 
Conference and District President of United Methodist Men. Currently he has an office equipment and computer 
business and is active in local politics. 


Just Another Miracle 

by James M. Gentile 


My life was pretty normal "run-of-the-mill" suburbia until age six, when my parents were 
divorced. From then on my world was turned upside down, and I experienced many things children 
should not see until much later on in life. 

I left my childhood home and moved to several apartments (changing schools often) before 
my mother remarried and purchased another home. I was able to see my father every other 
weekend and vacation with him during several weeks in the summer. 

While my parents and step-parents were generous people, they were struggling themselves 
with many of life’s issues. Even if they would have recognized my struggle, they had little or no 
resources left to minister emotionally to my needs. The way a parent showed they cared back then, 
was to provide their children with things to live the good life, and that necessitated full time jobs. 
We all learned to do, not simply be. Perfectionism "ran wild" in my mother and expectations for 
good grades and behavior were paramount. 

My father was a gentle, humorous man who never quite recovered from the divorce and 
sought others’ approval by helping anyone who asked. Consequently, on my weekend visit, he was 
absent more than present, and I was left to fill my time with friends and neighbors. I grew up with 
an ache of loneliness, over-sensitive to the world around me, always feeling like an orphan because 
of the lack of emotional attention from my parents. No grandparents were living, and all other 
relatives lived six to ten hours away. 

At age eight I found a large supply of pornography in my old bedroom in my father’s house. 
He had rented that room to a co-worker, and when I was home alone, I happened to come upon it. 
From that point on, I would develop hunger for fantasy and a compulsive habit of masturbation that 
would enslave me well into my adult years. 

Involvement in sports became a nightmare as I had never hit, caught or thrown a ball (both 
my father and step-father participated only in spectator sports — watching TV sports). Name 
calling by other kids only added to my confusion, and soon I began feeling so lousy about my self 
that I began to make vows that I never wanted to be like my parents, while at the same time 
desperately desiring their love. 
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A defensive detachment occurred with my parents. This means I put up an emotional wall 
around my heart to keep the pain of rejection out, not realizing that it also kept love from coming in. 

I also began experiencing an ambivalence toward other boys. I wanted to be like them and be 
included; yet hated the way they behaved (tough and teasing). Inadequacy at sports added to my 
withdrawal. Silent confusion fheled my need and set me up for the sexual abuse ahead. 

My sexual abuse was non-violent and seemed to meet a need I had for feeling close to an 
older male. Although I knew intuitively at age eight that it was wrong, it was as if I were dying of 
thirst in an emotional desert, and someone had offered me a glass of water. True, the water was 
polluted and poisoned but to someone in my position, "dirty" water was better than none at all. 

In this my search for intimacy, I became stuck developmentally and unconsciously bought 
the homosexual lie. Well, "I must be bom this way." All my young life, all I was drawn to was 
men. Of course, I was operating out of a reparative drive to meet a legitimate love need for the 
same sex parent. When puberty hit, this drive became intensely sexual, and I experienced my first 
orgasm with a man. I was hooked! While not a conscious decision, I chose sex because it was the 
closest thing to intimacy which I had known. 

Unconditional love was a foreign concept, and this also laid the roots for my driven 
perfectionism that attempted to compensate for my mounting guilt and shame. I was catapulted into 
the adult sexual world inside, while wrapped in an exterior of squeaky clean, proper childhood 
behavior. I learned early on to act the part that was expected. My young heart yearned for love and 
acceptance. I learned to live with the secret and the shame; believing I was a "black sheep" and 
somehow the cause of the dirty desires in my heart. 

In tenth grade, at the age of fifteen, I attended a public school for the first time. Prior to that, 
I wait to Catholic schools. A classmate of mine invited me to ha teen Bible study. I thought she 
was so beautiful, both inside and out, that I could not help but say, "yes." I intuitively knew that she 
had something that I did not. She had a certain calmness about ha that enabled her to handle 
teenage crises almost effortlessly. I figured if she got that from this Bible study, I wanted it too! 

After all, my life was far from calm even though I had gone to church every Sunday since I 
was bom and did all the "right things" I was told. My secret behavior forced me to live a double 
life, driven by sexual fantasy and guilt. 

I remember sitting at this Bible study, amazed at these other kids who really seemed to 
believe what they were saying and praying about. It was like they were best buddies with God or 
something. Could it be true that I knew Jesus only as a distant, historical and conditional Savior and 
had missed the truth about His ability to be intimate, real and inside me? 

Within one week, I asked Christ, "If You are real, and this can actually happen, please 
forgive me for all the junk I have done, take away these sins, and come into my life. I am desperate 
and ready to let go of the rope I have been hanging on to for years." Well, with a warmth and 
tin glin g that started at the center of my chest, and aided with tears streaming down my face, I knew 
He had answered my heart’s cry. I could not explain it, but I knew beyond the shadow of a doubt, 
that He came into me and He was real and this was true. 
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Since I accepted Jesus, my life has never been the same! I have learned to forgive my 
parents, myself and others. Although this process took longer than I care to admit, it has been a 
thorough process of healing that continues to this day. The Bible has become a living source that I 
am able to understand. Prayer has become vital communication, not an empty ritual that seemed to 
watch requests bounce off the ceiling and land on the floor. The fellowship of other Christians 
became a surrogate family. 

The man who led the teen Bible study belonged to a small United Methodist Church that 
was experiencing the outpouring of the Holy Spirit. He and his wife opened their hearts and home 
to me, and although they knew little about homosexuality, they knew lots about love. They held me 
and cried with me and, yes, even admonished me over a period of several years. This was true 
discipleship. 

As I grew up in Christ, the pastor and his family also came along side of me to continue the 
work God had for me to do. Again the process took time and tears, but the benefits were 
unimaginab le. These two families loved me unconditionally and taught me how to reach out and 
love my natural family like never before. They gave me the support to stand up and be counted and 
to tell my story. With their encouragement and the Lord's strength, I now have faith to believe what 
I canno t see and know that my existence is not an accident. 

The years of depression are over. Joy that is inexpressible has replaced it. Joy that comes 
not from doing, but from simply being. But this is just the beginning of the miracle. I know that 
there are many more to come—that is the way my Heavenly Father is. Each phase of my life 
seems to bring another miracle. I am becoming what I was created to be. Finally, I have love; love 
to give, and love to receive. God has restored the very thing that was destroyed in my life, 
FAMILY and sense of belonging! 

From sexual, emotional and spiritual brokenness to a life that is abundant is no small 
miracle! As I look into the eyes of my beautiful wife and three sons, I realize the loving promise of 
God to make all things new. By His grace, "...all things work together for good to those who love 
God, to those who are called according to His purpose." (Romans 8:28) With God all things are 
possible. What seems to be an insurmountable, life-gripping problem to us, in His loving eyes, is 
just another miracle waiting to happen! 

Jim Gentile is a United Methodist from Philadelphia, PA. As ofApril 1, he is the new, half-time Executive Director of 
Transforming Congregations. 


These testimonies are reprinted by permission from different issues o f Transforming Congregations, the newsletter of 
Transforming Congregations. 
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Organizations 


Transforming Congregations 

Trinity United Methodist Church 

724 Niles Street 

Bakersfield, CA 93305 

Phone: 805-322-7470/215-757-5513 

(a minis try of United Methodists) 

Exodus International - North America 
PO Box 77652 
Seattle, WA 98177 
Phone: 206-784-7799 

Fax: 206-784-7872 

(for referrals to ex-gay ministries throughout the country) 

Desert Stream Ministries 
PO Box 17635 
Anaheim, CA 92817-7635 
Phone: 714-779-6899 

(a major ex-gay ministry in the L.A./Orange County area) 


HAFS (Homosexuals’ Anonymous Fellowship Services 
PO Box 7881 
Reading, PA 19603 
Phone: 215-376-1146 

(support groups for persons seeking to come out of 
homosexuality using an AA model) 

Regeneration Books 
PO Box 9830 

Baltimore, MD 21284-9830 

(originally an Episcopal ex-gay ministry, an excellent 
source for books on homosexuality and related issues) 


THEOLOGY LIBRARY 
< CLAREMONT, CALIF. 



For Further Reading 


Comiskey, Andrew. Pursuing Sexual Wholeness: How Jesus Heals the Homosexual. Lake 
Mary, Florida: Creation House, 1988. 

Provides hope for the homosexual straggler by highlighting specific issues those in 
recovery will deal with. Gives personal testimony of recovery. 

Dallas, Joe. A Strong Delusion: Confronting the “Gay Christian” Movement. Eugene, OR: 
Harvest House Publishers, 1996. 

A very helpful resource for dealing with the arguments of the pro-gay Christian 
movement. 

Foster, Richard J. The Challenge of the Disciplined Life: Christian Reflections on Money, Sex, 
and Power. San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1985. 

Hays, Richard. The Moral Vision of the New Testament. New York: Abingdon, 1986. 

An excellent exegesis of the New Testament and its impact for such issues as 
homosexuality. 

Howard, Jeanette. Out of Egypt: Leaving Lesbianism Behind. Eastbourne, UK: Monarch, 
1991. 

Good insights into overcoming lesbianism. 

Moberly, Elizabeth R. Homosexuality: A New Christian Ethic. Cambridge, England: Attic 
Press, 1986. 

Explains a theory of causation where a child detaches from the same-sex parent. 

Nicolosi, Joseph. Healing Homosexuality: Case Studies of Reparative Therapy. North Vale, 
NJ: Joseph Aronson, 1991. 

Tells stories of eight men involved in reparative therapy, composites of the hundreds of 
men Nicolosi has treated. A Catholic Christian, Nicolosi writes for a secular audience. 

Satinover, Jeffrey. Homosexuality and the Politics of Truth. Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 
1996. 

One of the best books available dealing with genetic causation of homosexuality, moral 
issues involved, the consequences of homosexuality, secular, medical and Christian 
treatment of homosexuality, and the nature of compulsive behaviors. 

Schaumburg, Harry W. False Intimacy: Understanding the Straggle of Sexual Addiction. 
Colorado Springs, CO: Navpress, 1992. 

Siker, J. (Editor). Homosexuality in the Church: Both Sides of the Debate. Philadelphia: 
Westminster, 1994. 

A very balanced anthology. 
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81 Washington Avenue 
Sufifem, NY 10901 
(914) 357-0435 
allenkemp@aol.com 

Congregaciones Transformadoras de Australia 

c/o Stephen Richards 
P.O. Box 239 
Springwood, QLD 4127 
Fax (07) 3808 6696 
Home Page 

www.messiah.edu / hpages / facstaff/ chase / h / transfer, htm 



Rev. Robert L. Kuyper 
724 Niles Street, Bakersfield, CA 93305 
(805) 325-0785, Fax (805) 325-0786 
RLKuyper@aol.com 

Horas de oficina: M-Th 9-12; 1-3 Pacific Time 
Metodista Unido 
Director Ejecutivo 
(Solicitudes de oradores, talleres, etc.) 

Sr. Jim Gentile 

P.O. Box 7146, Penndel, PA 19047 
(215) 757-5513jimge@erols.com 

Metodista Unido 
Asociado de Programa 

Sr. Ron Dennis 

P.O. Box 2026, Pahrump, NV 89041 
(702) 727-5351 rdennis@aol. com 

Luterano 

North Heights Lutheran Church 
2701 North Rice Street 
St. Paul, MN 55113 
(612)484-2049 

Presbiteriano 

Suffem Presbyterian Church 

Rev. Allen Kemp 



homosexual, por el poder transformador de Crtsto y del Espiritu Santo 
(representados por la cruz y la Hama). TambiCn representa la liberacidn 
de algunos de la homofobia, el temor Irraclonal a los homosexuales. 

iQue puede hacer listed o su congregacion para ayudar en la 
llberacidn de los homosexuales? 

• Combata el mlto de que los homosexuales no pueden camblar. Creer 
tal cosa es un gran obst&culo para la iniciacidn de cualquier proceso de 
camblo. 

• Promueva esta esperanza de cambio por medio de la ensenanza bfblica 
de que la pr&ctica homosexual es pecado y, como tal, resultard en julcio. 
Cuando comprendemos, sin embargo, que tal Julcio es el acto de un Dios 
amoroso que desea lo mejor para nosotros, hace posible que nos 
rindamos a 61 y principiar un proceso de camblo. 

• Ofrezca una bienvenida calurosa a aquellos que estdn luchando con su 
homosexualidad. Aquellos que han tenido 6xito en abandonarla deben 
encontrar amigos en una congregaci6n comprensiva—personas que 
comprenden su lucha y que amorosamente los estimulan a continuar en 
su esfuerzo. 


Congregaciones Transformadoras 
Dlrectorio 

Director del Bolettn de Informacion 

Envie sus preguntas y material para publicacidn a esta direcci6n: 
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INTEGRAR a todas las personas esforzdndose por vlvir como discipulos 
fleles de Jesucristo como mlembros en plena comunidn de la iglesia 
local. 

Aceptado y aprobado por la Junta Consejera de Mtntsterios de 
Transjormacidn el 20 de Julio de 1994. 

Ministerios de Transformacidn proveen: 

1. Un boletin trlmestral que ofrece, con toda habilldad y compasidn 
cristiana, informacidn sobre la homosexualldad y su impacto en la 
Iglesia local. Suscripcldn anual: $10.00. 

2. Informacl6n sobre personas e lgleslas que desean ministrar a aquellos 
que viven como homosexuales. 

3. Talleres. semlnarios y retlros, para aprender sobre los homosexuales. 

4. Oradores para lgleslas locales, distrltos, conferencias anuales y otras 
reunl6nes. 

5. Una red de Metodlstas Unidos lnteresados o envueltos en ministerios 
con los homosexuales. 

&Qu6 signifies el simbolo? 

En Romanos 12.2, «metamorfosls» es la palabra que en grlego se traduce 
como «transformado». Es el t6rmino tdcnico y bioldgico para el cambio de 
la larva en mariposa. El trldngulo ftie un simbolo usado por los nazis 
para identiflear a los homosexuales en los campos de concentracidn. 
Ahora es el simbolo del movimiento en favor de los homosexuales. El 
tridngulo desvanecido simboliza la llberaci6n del comportamiento 
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Historia 

En el otono de 1988, el Companerismo de Renovaci6n Evang61ica de la 
Conferencia Anual Califomia-Nevada celebr6 un retlro sobre el tema del 
mlnisterio a los homosexuales. De ese retlro surgl6 el movimleiito que 
ahora es conocido como Congregaciones Transformadoras. Algunas 
conferenclas y congregaciones locales, en todo el pals, estdn actualmente 
buscando lnformaci6n acerca de este mlnisterio. 

Declaracidn de Principios: 

Congregaciones Transformadoras se ha comprometido a proveer 
lnformaci6n, recursos y entrenamiento a iglesias, distritos y conferenclas 
anuales, con el deseo de comprender y envolverse en un mlnisterio de 
transformaci6n de los homosexuales, y para fomentar un mlnisterio de 
transformaci6n basado en la comprensidn amorosa, las Escrituras y la 
Disciplina de la Iglesia Metodista Unida. 

El Mlnisterio de Transformacion se esfuerza por: 

AFIRMAR el testimonio blblico de que la prdctica homosexual es pecado 
y que el poder del Esplritu Santo estd dlspuesto a cambiar la vida del 
homosexual. 

MINISTRAR a las personas que luchan por dejar sus prdctlcas 
homosexuales, a sus familias y a todos los afectados por tales pr&cticas, 
como copartlclpes en la obra sanadora de Cristo. 

LLAMAR a la Iglesia a reconocer su necesidad de arrepentimiento y de 
curaci6n de su homofobia y actltudes complacientes. 
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Information on Transforming Congregations 


See attached statement: “Mission Statement of Transforming Congregations”. 

There are 3 Transforming Congregations in the Cal/Pacific Conference: Fountain Valley, San 

Jacinto, and North Claremont. 

There is no standard statement of intent. Each church is encouraged to design its own statement. 

However, there is consensus on several issues: 

1. Inclusion - All persons, of whatever sexual orientation, are welcome. 

2. Justice - Zero tolerance of unjust treatment or denial of civil rights. There may be 
some difference between the definition of “rights”, “privileges”, “special treatment”. 

3. Homophobia - The convictions are not based on fear or exclusion or lack of 
information. 

4. Sin - Homosexual behavior is understood as sinful. This is based on a biblical 
understanding of God’s will and the plan of creation. Note: Sexual “orientation” is 
not the issue, “behavior” is. 

5. Change - Sinful persons can change. This is true for homosexual, heterosexual, and 
all other behavior. This has less to do with genetic orientation and more to do with 
behavior. 

6. Welcome - The church will welcome and provide service for those struggling with 
homosexual behavior as well as all other sinners struggling with addictive behavior. 
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Qur (fission 

Transforming Congregations is committed to 
provide information, resources and training to 
churches, districts and annual conferences in under¬ 
standing and involvement in a ministry of transfor¬ 
mation of homosexuals, and also to encourage trans¬ 
forming ministry based on loving compassion, scrip¬ 
ture and The Discipline of the United Methodist 
Church. 

Transforming Ministries seeks to: 

AFFIRM the Biblical witness that homosexual 
practice is sin and that the power of the Holy Spirit 
is available to transform the life of the homosexual, 

MINISTER to persons struggling with homo¬ 
sexuality, their families and all others affected by 
homosexuality as partners in Christ’s work of 
healing, 

CALL the church to recognize its need for repen 
tance and healing of its homophobic and accommo¬ 
dating responses, 

INTEGRATE all persons striving to live as 
faithful disciples of Jesus Christ into full member¬ 
ship in the local church. 


Newsletter Editor: 

(Send requests for information and editorial matters here) 
The Rev. Robert L. Kuyper 
724 Niles Street, Bakersfield, CA 93305 
(805) 325-0785 FAX (805) 325-0786 
RLKuyper@aol.com 

Office Hours: M-Th 9-12; 1-3 Pacific Time 


United Methodist 
Executive Director: 
(Requests for speakers and work¬ 
shops and other help) 

Mr. Jim Gentile 

PO Box 7146, Pcnndel, PA 19047 
(215) 757-5513 jimge@erols.com 

United Methodist 
Program Associate: 

Mr. Ron Dennis 

PO Box 2026, Pahrump, NV 89041 
(702)727-5351 rdcnnis@aol.com 

Lutheran: 

North Heights Lutheran Church 
2701 North Rice Street, 

St. Paul, MN 55113 
(612)484-2049 


Presbyterian: 

Suffcm Presbyterian Church 
The Rev. Allen Kemp 
81 Washington Avc., 
Suffcm, NY 10901 
(914)357-0435 
allenkemp@aol.com 

Transforming Congregations 
of Australia: 
c/o Stephen Richards 
POBox 239, 
Springwood, QLD 4127 
(07)3290 1277 
FAX (07) 3808 6696 

Home Page: 

www.messiah.edu/hpages/facstaff7 
chase/h/ transfor.htm 



cWhat <J)oes offte 
3yw&ol ^ean? 

In Romans 12:2, “transformed" in the Greek is 
“Metamorphosis,” which is the technical 
biological term for the change of a caterpillar into 
a butterfly. The triangle was a homophobic 
symbol used by the Nazis to identify homosexuals 
in the death camps. A fading triangle is symbolic 
of the power of Christ and the Holy Spirit (shown 
in the cross and the flame) to break the bondage 
of both homophobia and of homosexuality as we 
are all transformed by the power of Christ. 
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226 A Strong Delusion 


admit I wasn’t sure homosexuality was right. Not once 
was I able to sustain a relationship with a man for more 
than six months, not because the relationship was ho¬ 
mosexual. but because of my own deep problems with 
intimacy—problems I’d never been willing to face 
which made it impossible for me to stay with anyone, 
male or female. (I had tried both, many times.) 

I’d had no right to involve anyone in my life under 
those circumstances; it was wrong, I was wrong. 

1 had been wrong for five years, and there was noth¬ 
ing I could do to atone—nothing I could do at all but 
face it and weep. For the first time in my life I was sui¬ 
cidal; the grief I was experiencing was unbearable, ex¬ 
pressed night after night while I thrashed and moaned 
in bed, visualizing the numbers of people I had hurt and 
let down, drowning in my own failure. 

But godly sorrow works itself into repentance, and I 
came to r ealize that repentance in its truest form is not just 
grief, but a life separated unto God. I began mine by mov¬ 
ing. Without a new location, away from old habits and in¬ 
fluences, I knew I’d never make it. I joined a Bible-believing 
church, eventually hooked up with friends I’d known from 
the ministry years earlier, and healing began—as it always 
does—slowly and unobtrusively. 

Three years later, after intensive therapy and soul 
searching, I began counseling others who had been in my 
situation, and was astounded to see how many there werel 
My work (and my joy) has been in this field—ministry to re¬ 
pentant homosexuals—for eight years now. And during 
those eight years I have been reminded that if someone as 
deluded as I was can be brought out of homosexuality, 
then surely anyone can. 

But when they are brought beyond delusion, who is 
waiting for them? Is the church a father to the prodigal, 
racing to meet him halfway and celebrating his return? 
Or is the body of Christ better represented by a self-righ¬ 
teous older brother, distant and cold, uninvolved? When 
addressing the problem of homosexuality, these are per- 
m haps the most important questions to consider. 
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life and death," he said solemnly. “I had no relationship 
with Him at all." 

I was astounded. The details of his life over the past 
few years were almost sordid! And all this had occurred 
while he was still active in the ministry. He had recently 
experienced renewal, and was encouraging Christian 
audiences toward a closer, more accountable relation¬ 
ship with God and church. 

He hadn’t gotten involved in homosexuality (or any 
sexual sin, to my knowledge), but his situation had be¬ 
come nearly as serious as my own. But whereas I had 
revised my beliefs to suit my problems, he admitted his 
problems and dealt with them. Now his marriage was re¬ 
stored, his ministry was renewed, and he was clearly 
back in the saddle. I couldn’t help comparing the way 1 
had handled my life to the way he’d handled his. The 
more I considered it, the more uncomfortable I became. 

I switched the television off and sat in silence for 
nearly an hour, considering the unthinkable. Could I 
have been wrong all these years? 

They hadn’t been all bad, those years I’d spent in the 
gay Christian movement. 1 had good friends, a better than 
average job, my own apartment, and in many ways a 
lifestyle typical of any 29-year-old: work, dating, parties, 

future plans. . _. . 

But it was time to be honest—I missed what I had 
abandoned the day I had my first adult homosexual en¬ 
counter: confidence before God, and the peace that 
comes with it. I'd been without it for so long, I’d almost 
forgotten what it was like. 

But not quite. I recognized it on my old friends 
f ace _the peace of a man reconciled to God and living 
humbly before Him. The peace of a clear conscience; the 
confidence of integrity. I’d sold mine like Esau sold his 
birthright, and for what? Gratification. A bowl of por¬ 
ridge; nice for the moment, but never enough. And never 
able to satisfy the longing I’m sure every woman and 
man has, no matter how stifled it has been, to know God 
and live in harmony with Him. 
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I want it back, 1 began whispering. It was a scary 
thought—pursuing it could mean putting my life 
through a complete shakedown—but it refused to leave. 

Years earlier I had wanted it all—everything I could 
grab. Now I’d had it, at the cost of the one thing so easy 
to give up and so hard to live without. 

Now I wanted it back: the peace I used to have, the 
confidence that I was truly living as God intended. Not 
just the assurance that He loved me; I’d had that all 
along and it was not enough. I needed, more than ever, 
to know I was right before Him—right in my beliefs and 
right in my lifestyle. And so for the first time in years, I 
reopened the Bible to the verses on homosexuality, and 
breathed a scary prayer: I'mJinaUy willing to admit I'm 
wrong about this. If I am wrong, please show me. 

Within an hour, virtually all the rebuttals to the 
pro-gay theology I’ve listed in this book came to me as 
clearly as though they’d been written in a letter. And 
with them came a horrifying realization: For Jive years of 
my life I’d been wrong. 

• Wrong when I’d stepped into the aisle, taking com¬ 
munion as a gay Christian, and eventually Joining the 
staff of the Metropolitan Community Church as a pianist, 
student minister, Bible study teacher, and counselor. 

• Wrong when I’d encouraged others to do the same, 
assuring them that God made them gay, even encourag 
ing them to end their marriages rather than deny their 
“true" selves. 

• Wrong when I’d spoken to college campuses as a 
“proud, gay Christian,” eagerly taking on the students 
who thought homosexuality was sick, shooting down ar¬ 
guments from well-intentioned but poorly informed 
Christians. 

• And wrong—God help me, so wrong!—in entering 
into relationship after relationship, trying time and 
again to form a partnership without ever being honest 
enough with myself, or the men I was involved with, to 
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truth. I could either believe what made me comfortable, 
or I could believe what I knew to be true. Never had the 
choice been clearer; to this day, I am amazed at how 
easily I made it. 

I would do it. I would go to the altar, receive com¬ 
munion, and take my place with my gay brothers and 
sisters. I would join this church, this Ideology, and make 
it my own. My life would again serve a purpose. I could 
already envision myself as an activist. It was the logical 
thing to do, I assured myself, and it was right. And even 
if it wasn’t right. I would learn to live with it. 

With that in mind, I opened my eyes, stood tall, and 
stepped into the aisle. 


Beyond 

Delusion 

The trouble with the future is that it usually 
arrives before we're ready for it" 

—Arnold H. Glascow 


J t took less than five minutes for me to delude 
myself into thinking that homosexuality was 
acceptable to God. It would take another five 
years before I was willing to reconsider. And my decision 
to leave the gay community was made as quietly and un¬ 
eventfully as my decision to enter it had been. 

In January of 1984, while channel surfing in my 
apartment, I ran across an old acquaintance who was 
being interviewed on Christian television. We had never 
been close, but I had always admired him. In the early 
1970s, he was one of the biggest names in contemporary 
Christian music. I had met him a few times, and had 
even worked closely in ministry with his sister, an ac¬ 
complished singer in her own right. He was a well re¬ 
spected, established leader in the Christian community. 

But tonight he was talking about his failures, not his 
accomplishments. Evidently his marriage had nearly fallen 
apart, his interests had become worldly, and his heart had 
hardened. “God basically told me I had to choose between 
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The pastor ended his sermon. Now staff members 
Joined him to prepare the altar for communion. I couldn’t 
wait. Taking the Lord's Supper. 1 felt, would initiate me 
into this group, and I was more than ready. 

“Behold the Lamb of God," he announced shortly, 
holding the host and chalice in the air as the staff lined 
up to serve the elements. “The table is prepared. Come." 

Randomly, people began leaving their seats. I was 
starting to leave mine when a torrent of doubt slammed 
into me. 

Joe, what on earth are you about to do? I thought. I 
froze halfway out of my seat. 

It was my early training, my years of Bible study and 
sound teaching, posing the question, trying to dissuade 
me from a lethal decision. Because I knew, somehow, 
that if I stepped into that aisle and took communion—in 
that church, with those beliefs—1 would seal a commit¬ 
ment that would take years, perhaps a lifetime, to re¬ 
verse. Was this really what I wanted? 

I settled back into the pew, shaken. Just as another 
question presented itself: What about the Bible? I touched 
my forehead and noticed 1 had broken into a sweat. 

This gay pastor had indicted the church for misun¬ 
derstanding homosexuals. But did that Justify homosex¬ 
uality itself? Suppose he was right: suppose gays had a 
legitimate beef against society. Suppose Christians did 
need to be more loving toward homosexuals. Suppose 
some preachers were too harsh when referring to the 
subject. Did that make all the biblical injunctions 
against homosexuality null and void? 

My discomfort was growing by the minute. 

All my Christian life I had known the importance of 
Judging everything by Scripture, not feelings. Not once, I 
noted, did this man back his assertion that homosexu¬ 
ality is okay in God’s sight with any biblical sup¬ 
port—because, of course, there was none. And if there 
was none, the argument was settled. No matter how 
peaceful, exhilarated, or relieved I had felt earlier, feelings 
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would not, could not, make something wrong into some¬ 
thing right. 

I slumped forward, deflated. 

That last point was inarguable, but I was not willing 
to accept it—not having Just found some relief from the 
inner turmoil I had suffered for 12 endless months. My 
mind raced for a rebuttal, something to bring back the 
peace I’d known minutes earlier, when an entirely new 
line of thought occurred to me: Even if it wasn't right, 
was it so terribly wrong? 

I clutched the idea, toying with it. 

Compared to drinking and carousing, wasn’t the life 
I was considering at least an improvement? I would be 
in church again, after all. singing and praying with peo¬ 
ple whose standards were much higher than those of the 
bar crowd I’d been running with. Surely God approved 
of what could only be called a step in the right direction. 

Just then a couple of handsome, well-dressed young 
men passed my seat, arms entwined, moving toward the 
communion table. 

Look at them! 1 chided myself, watching them kneel 
and hold hands, sharing the bread and wine. They were 
so serene, beaming health and prosperity. T hey re not 
worrying about a few little Bible verses: why should you? 
Besides, look at the songs we’re singing, and the way ev¬ 
eryone is worshiping. All these gay and lesbian Chris¬ 
tians are obviously devoted to God and are comfortable 
with themselves, so what’s your problem? 

Some peace trickled back; that kind of thinking def¬ 
initely felt better. I scanned the congregation, most of 
them making their way to the altar, singing or humming 
quietly along with the organist. They all looked so con¬ 
tent. so free of turmoil over their sexual behavior. If I 
would only give up my letter-bound obsession with the 
Bible, I would be content, too. And I would be comfort¬ 
able with myself, like them; didn’t that count for some- 

I closed my eyes and sighed, knowing I had Just hit 
the bottom-line issue: a contest between comfort and 
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I hesitated to join in this tiine. It was one thing to in¬ 
dulge, rebelliously, in something you knew to be wrong; 
saying the thing itself was not wrong was another mat¬ 
ter. That required a radically changed mind-set. 

But wasn’t that what I had come for? I teetered over 
the thought as he repeated himself: “It isn’t a problem!" 

Maybe it isn’t, I thought, closing my eyes. Please, let 
it not be a problem. Please let this be true. 

“But because so many of us think it’s a problem," he 
continued, “because so many of us have been told it’s a 
problem, we’ve grown up hating ourselves." 

He paused to let it sink in. 

"Hating ourselves!” he stressed. “Hating the very core 
of our being, the thing that defines us. Do you all know 
what homophobia is?" 

The verbal response indicated they certainly did. 

“Do you think homophobia is something only the 
bigots feel?" 

The question was rhetorical; no one answered this 
time. 

“It’s right here!" he snapped, thumping his chest. 
“Right in our heartsl We swallow their lies, we believe 
we’re perverts, so we act like perverts! No wonder so 
many of us have been promiscuous! No wonder so many 
of us have lived half our lives getting drunk in bars, or 
high on drugs, or prowling in bathhouses. When you’ve 
been oppressed, when you’ve been told all your life 
you’re the rottenest kind of sinner, you believe it! That’s 
why there’s so much self-destructive behavior in our 
community!” 

I was startled to hear an “amen!" leap out of me, but 
that didn’t stop me from repeating it, louder and 
stronger. 

It wasn’t my fault, I marveled. 

“Amen!” 

The sleeping around, the abortion, the craziness—I 
was only acting out the role society had cast me in. 

“Amen!” 
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THEY were wrong, not me. They LIED to me. They— 
what was the word he used?—they OPPRESSED met 

“Amen!” 

The confirmation I wanted lay in that single word. I 
was oppressed—all gays were oppressed. Oppression 
was responsible for my misconduct. 

I could forgive myself now. The thought drew fresh 
tears. 

I could forgive myself, and move in another direction 
with a new identity—as a gay Christian. 

It was oddly liberating to put the two words together. 

Gay Christian. Homosexual, but sexually responsi¬ 
ble, not promiscuous. A God-fearing, churchgoing gay 
man with a cause: To combat homophobia and the op¬ 
pression of all gay people. 

The idea thrilled me. A cause—something to live for, 
to fight for. 

The pastor’s next words seemed to have been spoken 
Just to me: “But Jesus said the truth would set us free. 
And hasn't it? Hasn’t learning the truth—that God loves 
you just as you are, that He doesn’t condemn you, that 
Jesus died not just for the heterosexual but for the ho¬ 
mosexual as well—hasn’t that truth liberated you?" 

When the applause died down, he added: “And doesn’t 
that compel you to take that liberation everywhere? To 
tell our people they can be gay and Christian? And to 
stand up to the fundamentalists and say No Morel Cod 
is our God, too/" 

Yes. I agreed, swept up in his passion along with the 
others. His words struck a defiant chord in me. I 
laughed and clapped and repeated yes it does over and 
over. It was exhilarating. 

When the mood finally settled again, I looked around 
me and smiled, mentally forming a decision: This is 
what I was looking for; this is where I could have it aU. 
These people—gay and Christian—could be my people. I 
could belong here. 

Even as I considered it, I was flooded with peace. 
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Something warm surged through me—something pow¬ 
erful, consoling, reassuring. Just rest, it seemed to say 
as I relaxed and let the tears flow. Everything’s going to 
bejine. 

By the time I pulled myself back together, the ser¬ 
mon had begun. The pastor’s style was folksy, well 
suited to his hefty, rather jolly appearance. I liked him 
instantly, though within minutes I could see we were 
worlds apart theologically. His sermon included ques¬ 
tionable ideas (“God gave us only two commandments: 
to love Him and to love each other. Everything else is 
fluff") and ludicrous statements (“I don’t like the term 
’Bom Again.’ I prefer to say we’re recycled!"). But when 
he got on the subject of homosexuality and the church, 
my thoughts wandered in directions they’d never gone 
before. 

“Gays have solidarity," he explained, “not so much 
because of who we are but because of how we’re treated. 
There’s no group in the country so reviled as us. And so 
slandered! Listen to almost any television preacher talk 
about us and you’ll hear lies upon lies." 

A bit of an exaggeration, I felt, but only a bit. The 
Anita Bryant campaign in Florida had recently triggered 
a national debate on homosexuality, and some preach¬ 
ers had Jumped into it ill-prepared, throwing harsh 
rhetoric about gays over the airwaves. I shared the pas¬ 
tor’s anger over that. 

And yes, there was solidarity at this church; I recog¬ 
nized it as soon as I stepped into the sanctuary. Years 
earlier, I had been part of the youth revival known as the 
Jesus movement. We, too, had been maligned at times, 
ridiculed by a world that couldn’t understand us. So I 
was familiar with the power of solidarity among a 
tight-knit group, and I missed it. I also missed having a 
cause, or a mission. Might I find, it with these people? 

“They condemn us," the pastor continued, “and call 
our love a sin. If that’s what they truly believe, why don’t 
they do anything to help us get over it?" 
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Nods and murmurs of agreement rippled through 
the congregation. 

“Ask yourselves this," he challenged, pointing at all 
of us: “Could any of you, in the churches you grew up 
in, raise your hand during a prayer meeting and say, 
‘I’m homosexual and need help; please pray for me’?" 

The veiy idea provoked an eruption of laughter. I 
Joined in, knowing all too well the improbability of such 
a thing. 

But why? 

The thought stopped my laughter cold. 

Why indeed? I had seen people request prayer in 
church for any number of problems —sinful problems, 
mind you, such as selfishness, lust, and bitterness— 
without raising eyebrows. Yet I’d known people in those 
same churches who would never have admitted a prob¬ 
lem with homosexuality; the repercussions would have 
been unthinkable. 

For that matter, I had heard testimonies, received by 
the church with enthusiasm, of people overcoming drug 
addiction, alcoholism, and Immorality of all sorts. Ex¬ 
cept this sort. 

This meant one of two things: either God delivered 
very few people from homosexuality or, more likely, 
those who were homosexual were too ashamed or intim¬ 
idated to admit it. 

But again, why? Why was homosexuality so unfairly, 
and so unbiblically, set apart as the “Unspeakable Sin"? 

The question persisted. I felt a peculiar anger ris¬ 
ing—the self-righteous ire of a victim. The pastor had 
touched a nerve. 

“Perhaps," he mused, “it’s a good thing your church 
didn’t offer you help. If they had, it would only have fed 
the notion that you needed their so-called help for your 
so-called problem when, in fact, you didn’tr 

Applause broke out. 

“Because it isn’t a problem!” 

Whistles and shouts of “amen" sounded. 
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man; no matter, we’d meet every night after hours, and 
I’d drive home drunk at 4:00 a.m. I would then rise for 
work, exhausted and confused. 

After finally breaking it off with him, I took a hard 
look at myself and what I had come to. I was 23 years 
old, and already I’d been ordained and defrocked. I had 
disgraced the ministry when my escapades came to 
light, and then committed adultery with the wife of a 
close friend—losing a child to abortion as a result. I had 
hired prostitutes, developed a two six-pack-a-day drink¬ 
ing habit, entered the gay community, and endured a 
nightmarish relationship. Now that I was alone again, 
life looked incredibly bleak. 

So did my options. Repenting and returning to my 
old church seemed out of the question. I missed the fel¬ 
lowship of Christian friends, but I thought that they’d 
never take me back—and why should they, after the 
way I’d betrayed them? Yet the promiscuous, 
hard-driving lifestyle I had adopted was a dead-end as 
well. I wanted to indulge my sexual tastes, but not so 
wildly. I also wanted Christianity, but not without my 
sexuality. In short, I wanted it all, a common malady of 
the times. 

So now it was desperation, rather than the intrigue 
I’d felt earlier, urging me to visit the Metropolitan Com¬ 
munity Church that October morning of 1978.1 wanted 
to see if it was possible to be actively homosexual, a 
Christian, and confident of a right standing before God. 

I knew better, of course. I knew the scriptural con¬ 
demnations of homosexuality in both the Old and New 
Testaments were clear and final; I knew that any at¬ 
tempt to get around them was purely self-serving. But it 
was self, after all, that I was serving in those days. Ev¬ 
ery major decision I had made that year—entering the 
pornographic bookstore, the adultery, the homosexual¬ 
ity—had been based on what I wanted, not on what was 
right. In that darkened frame of mind, I was ready to be¬ 
lieve what I wanted to believe instead of what I truly be¬ 
lieved. And what I wanted to believe, more than anything. 
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was that my sexuality and faith could live together 
peacefully. In visiting the gay church. I was looking for 

something to confirm that belief. 

The first confirmation came with the music. The 
choir opened the service with, of all things, an anthem 
bv Bill and Gloria Gaither! I was caught short, then 
comforted, as the familiar melody washed over me. I re¬ 
laxed a bit, then spotted a worship book inthe pew. 
ODening it, I was delighted to find many of the solidly 
evangelical hymns and choruses I’d sung years ago. 
With songs like these, I reasoned, this MUST be a 
Christ-centered church. 

People were singing along with the choir now, some 
even lifting their hands. If not for the name on the build¬ 
ing, and the fact that some same-sex couples were hn - 
ing arms, the service was shaping up to be like that of 
any conservative, mildly charismatic church. 

I glanced sideways at the women and men around 
me. Until then my exposure to the gay com ^ ni ^ J^ 
been limited to what I’d seen in the bars-tight Levis, 
muscle shirts, and foul behavior. Now I was confronted 
with a congregation full of moderate-looking gays and 
lesbians of all ages. None of them confirmedthe stereo¬ 
type so many people have of homosexuals. The men. by 
and large, dressed, spoke, and carried themselves n 
mally; die women’s manners were generally feminine 
And so a second confirmation dawned on me: gay did 
not have to mean “sleazy’’ or “outlandish These were 
normal looking people, leading respectable lives. My 
hopes grew—maybe I could be one of them! 

Minutes later we were on our feet, singing and clap¬ 
ping through a string of upbeat choruses when the 
most incredible feeling swept over me. My chest seemed 
to cave in, my eyes filled, and my legs buckled. It was 
the music. I was singing praises, something I thought I 

would never do again. . Hr 

I had to sit down and weep. After a year of chaotic, 

utterly godless living, it felt so good to sing again so 
blessed and familiar, like returning home from a war. 
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Introduction 


I remember clearly, and with inexpressible regret, the 
day I convinced myself it was acceptable to be gay and 
Christian. 

The local Metropolitan Community Church (a pro-gay 
denomination) was opening its morning service Just as I 
slipped into a seat near the back. I had passed the church 
hundreds of times before, having been the associate pas¬ 
tor of a Foursquare church not three blocks away, and had 
always been intrigued at the thought of gays congregating 
as Christians. 

“What do they do in there?" I’d chuckle to my friends 
when we would drive by the gay church. Then we would 
swap sarcastic guesses as to how homosexuals might try 
to reconcile their practices with Christianity. 

That was years earlier, years when I could laugh at ho¬ 
mosexuality, certain that my own struggles with it were 
over. The rigors of active ministry had buried the memo¬ 
ries the childhood molestation by strangers, the adoles¬ 
cent encounters with men from other cities—and I felt 
immune from sexual temptations. 

My safety was precarious, though. One step into an 
adult bookstore was all it had taken to end my ministry 
and plunge me into a series of sexual excesses with both 
men and women, culminating in a year-long relationship 
with the owner of a gay bar. He was “committed" to another 
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